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INTRODUCTION

The Leary system of interpersonal diagnosis was introduced in
its entirety during 1957 as a descriptive alternative to tradition
al psychiatric assessment involving interpersonal behavior.

It

attempts to provide a conceptual and measurement framework by remo
ving rating discrepancies among data sources from the realm of un
desirable distortions vis-a-vis "True" traits, and by relating
these discrepancies to processes such as conflict and identification
in an operational fashion.

The basic premise supporting operation

al definitions such as conflict and identification requires that
the structural interrelations of interpersonal variables be similar
regardless of the data source from which obtained.

If this premise

were to hold, it then becomes psychometrically feasible to measure
and compare interpersonal operations gathered from diverse data
sources.

The purpose of this dissertation is to investigate whether

Leary’s (1957) structural model of interpersonal behavior can be
demonstrated to hold for the three data levels defined by Leary.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

2

LITERATURE REVIEW

The scope of the literature review for this study will include
the development and structure of Leary’s (1957) scheme found in
Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality; structural validation of
this scheme; matters of statistical methodology; and methodological
issues pertaining to data collection.

The discussion will follow

in the above order.

Leary’s model for personality diagnosis.

Leary's model provides both a structural framework for asses
sing interpersonal behavior and probabalistic rules of interpersonal
transactions.

As the present study is concerned with the validation

of the structural assumptions upon which interpersonal assessment
is based, literature regarding interpersonal transactions as such
will be largely omitted.

LaForge and Suczek (1955), former col

leagues of Leary and co-developers of the system, have succinctly
summarized the interpersonal diagnosis system as follows:
"The Interpersonal Personality System attempts to provide
a classificatory system for ordering varieties of interpersonal
behavior, a notational system ordering levels of interpersonal
behavior, and, finally, a means of systematically relating
these levels of personality to each other making possible an
objective comprising the interpersonal core of personality
are divided into five levels in accordance with their hypothe
sized significance. The levels are defined in terms of the
operations which produce the pertinent data:
Level I_, Public Communications, consist of the overt be
havior of the individual as rated by others; i.e., observers
rate an S/s interpersonal purpose as it appears to them, giv
ing an appraisal of his social ’stimulus value'.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

3

Level II, Conscious Description, includes the verbal con
tent of all the statements that the
makes about the interper
sonal behavior of himself or others; i.e., the S/s reported
perceptions of himself and his interpersonal world.
Level III, Private Symbolizations, abstracts from the pro
jective indirect fantasy productions of a :S, an interpersonal
symbolic self-image and symbolic world of 'others’.
Level IV, the Unexpressed Unconscious, is defined to in
clude the interpersonal themes which are systematically and
compulsively avoided by the
at all other levels of personal
ity and are conspicuous by their inflexible absence.
Level V, Values, consists
S/s moral value judgements and
sonal traits and actions the
he should be and would like to

of the data which reflect the
his ego ideal; the interper
includes in his picture of how
be.

"The data of interpersonal behavior from each of the
levels of personality are ordered in terms of a classificatory
system made up of 16 basic interpersonal variables. These
are arranged in the form of a circular continuum defining the
relationships between elements; i.e., the theoretical degree
of relationship between any two variables is a decreasing
function of their separation on the perimeter of the circle.
Thus, variables juxtaposed on the primeter of the circle are
theoretically similar and should be highly correlated while
variables on opposite sides of the circle are logically oppo
site and should be negatively correlated. A varying degree of
intensity of any one of the 16 variables can also be represented
in the circular schema by the distance at which it is placed
(or scored) along the radius from the center of the circle.
Thus, traits represented nearer the center are considered to
be of normal, moderate, or appropriate intensity while those
at the circumference are considered to indicate an abnormal
degree or intensity of the same trait".
".... For convenience in scoring, adjacent sixteenths
are often combined into octants, as AP, BC,
NO. A more
concise scoring may be achieved by summarizing all the scores
in terms of two major axes, the vertical (dominance-submission),
and the horizontal (love-hate). Thus, all 16 interpersonal
scores from one level can be summarized by locating a single
point with reference to the two axes". (LaForge and Suczek,
1955).
Figure 1 shows the Interpersonal Check List Categories illus
trating the classification of interpersonal behaviors into 16 varia-
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Empirical

Reciprocities

Empirical Reciprocities

■TIC

Fig. 1. Classification of Interpersonal Behaviors
into Sixteen Variable Categories and General Empirical
Reciprocities (after Leary, 1957, p. 65).
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ble categories as well as the octants into which they can be combined.
Figure 1 also shows expected empirical reciprocities, roles mutually
elicited in interpersonal transactions, some of which have been
confirmed by Rice (1969).
The work horse instrument of the Leary system for Levels I, II,
and V, is the Interpersonal Check List (ICL), form iv.

In the

course of three revisions over a four year period and 2,000 subjects,
the ICL in various forms has been administered to a variety of
people including incoming patients to psychiatric clinics, several
hundred students at the University of California, Berkeley, derma
titis patients, and obese women.

A chief aim of the revisions was

"... to achieve a basic interpersonal vocabularly, neither artifi
cial nor subject to idiosyncracy of interpretation..." (LaForge and
Suczek, 1955).

An attempt was made to find words whose meaning

would be as identical as possible for subjects and psychologists.
In developing the ICL, LaForge and Suczek abandoned the use of
standard scores:
"It seemed to us that a set of raw score norms ... are
less likely to invite the hazardous inferences which are based
on the scoring of an individual in terms of his imaginary po
sition in an arbitrary 'normal' population. With raw scores,
one is more likely to think in terms of the stimulus items and
in terms of the patient who has communicated to us by selec
ting certain of these items as self-descriptive." (LaForge
and Suczek, 1955).
The abandonment of standard scores made it necessary to manipulate
item content so as to develop comparability among variables.

One

difficulty was the interoctant variability in the number of items
endorsed.

Thus* if an individual endorsed an identical number of
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items on different scales, this did not entail that his position
relative to others regarding the number of items endorsed was
identical for the several scales.

To correct this difficulty, an

"intensity" dimension was introduced and words were examined for
endorsement frequency in a patient population according to the
rough rule that intensity 1 words should be answered by 90 percent
of the population, intensity 2 words by 67 percent, intensity 3
words by about 33 percent, and intensity 4 words by 10 percent of
the population.

This resulted in a Guttman type scale for the items

of the variables which has recently been demonstrated in an unpub
lished study (M. Gatz, Personal Communication, June, 1971) for a
sample of over 400 undergraduate students at Duke University.

Gatz

found coefficients of reproducibility to range from .87 to .96.
Once the intensities had been established, items were selected
so as to conform with a circumplex model.

Lorr and McNair (1963)

give the following concise description of the circumplex concept:
"Guttman's (1954) circumplex hypothesis is that qualita
tively different traits in a given domain can have an order
among themselves without beginning or end....In a table of
correlations having 'circumplical form1 the correlations along
(next to) the main diagonal are high. As we move along any
row or down any column from the main diagonal, the correlations
decrease at first and then increase. In some rows and in some
columns the correlations stop decreasing at the end of the
row but increase at the other end of the row as we proceed
towards the main diagonal."
".... The central notion is order, a sequence of variables
such that no factor can be common to two remote variables with
out being common to all neighbors in between (except a bipolar
factor). In this concept the idea of dimensionality is ex
traneous. Of course, the number of factors could be regarded
as the number of dimensions involved..." (Lorr and McNair, 1963).
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In accordance with the circumplex

concept, good items were

characterized by high correlations with items of the same intensity
and low correlations with items of the same intensity more distant
on the circle of variables.

Thus, a circular array of intercorre

lations were obtained for each intensity.

The question remained

as to whether a circular array of octant scores across intensities
would result.

Using full octant scores on the self-ratings of 77

obese patients, LaForge and Suczek (1955) found that adjacent oc
tants on the circular continuum were more closely related than nonadjacent, and that the relationship between two variables was a
monotonic decreasing function of their separation.
The main instrument for Level III projective measures is the
TAT.

The unique feature of measurement at the projective level

using the TAT lies in Leary’s TAT cookbook (1955) which provides ex
amples and general criteria for coding stories in terms of the same
sixteen interpersonal variables used at other levels.

Variable

scores are obtained by summing the number of times a theme occurs
across a ten story protocol.

Octant scores can then be converted

to dominance-submission and love-hostility scores by use of the
same formula which is applied to Level I and Level II raw variable
scores for conversion to "Dom" and "Lov" scores.

Use of raw as

opposed to standardized TAT octant scores seems a dubious practice,
for there are no data supporting the underlying assumption that the
occurance of octant themes is equally likely in any population.
While this may present difficulties for individual clinical use, it
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poses no problems in a factor analytic structure analysis in the
process of which all scores are standardized during correlational
computations.

Level III TAT assessment is much less refined than

Level I and Level II ICL assessment.

It will not be surprising to

find that existing evidence for its structural congruence with
Levels I and II is not encouraging.

Structural Validation
Turning now to multi-level construct validation, evidence bear
ing on structural similarity across more than two levels for any
given population is decidedly lacking.

Most studies on the Leary

system, and on circumplex models of interpersonal behavior in gen
eral, have dealt primarily with either sociometric ratings, or self
ratings, and occasionally data from both sources.

Some studies

deal directly with ICL structure at a given level, for example
Briar and Bieri (1963) at Level I, and some studies deal with ICL
structure within a general circumplical context presenting ICL
data along with independent data as examples of circular interper
sonal models.

The similarity of ICL data to other interpersonal

data represents broad, though indirect, contextual evidence for the
validity of its structure.

Only one available study (Terrill, 1961)

addresses the issue of TAT structural validation.

Having presented

the kind of evidence available, we will now proceed to describe this
evidence in more detail.
There are several aspects in terms of which Leary's model can
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be appraised.

First, one can validate octant scores by matching

them with independently derived interpersonal variables.
McNair's (1963) work provided such validating evidence.

Lorr and
Secondly,

one can check the validity of octant or sixteenth scores with re
spect to ICL form iv item composition by conducting an inter-item
factor analysis.

Finally, one can take the octant variables as

given, and check for circumplex intercorrelation patterns as well
as for underlying Dominance-Submission and Love-Hostility factors.
Of these approaches, the last is the most prevalent.
There is some direct though partial factor analytic confirma
tion of ICL derived "Dom" and "Love" dimensions at Level I reported
by Briar and Bieri (1963).

They did not use the ICL in its entire

ty, but rather chose four of the less pathological items from each
octant and had subjects judge persons described in standard stimulus
materials.

The S/s did their ratings by assigning stimulus persons

from one to five points on each item, yielding a range of 1-20 for
octant scores.

A product moment intercorrelation matrix was compu

ted from the octant scores, and factors were extracted following
the principal components solution.

The first three factors account

ing for 90% of the starting communality were retained and rotated
to orthogonal simple structure using Kaiser's varimax technique.
Their results were presented in Table 1.
Factor I, heavily loading octants 1 (Managerial-Autocratic),
2 (Competitive-Narcissistic), 3 (Aggressive-Sadistic), and 4 (Re
bellious-Distrustful) seems to reflect dominance with "strong over-
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TABLE 1
ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX FOR THE
LEARY INTERPERSONAL CHECKLIST
BRIAR & BIERI (1963)

Factors

Octants

1.

I

II

III

h*

.70

.44

-.07

.69
.50

2.

.67

.22

-.01

3.

.79

.05

.24

.68

4.

.57

-.03

.57

.65

5.

-.01

.23

.78

.66

6.

.13

.53

.55

.60

7.

.15

.79

.15

.57

8.

.19

.71

.17

.57

% Total
Variance

24.5

21.1

16.9
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tones of hostility".

As such, it is only partly similar to Leary's

hypothetical Dominance-Submission factor which should load octants
with affiliative dominance as well as aggressive dominance.

Factor

II most heavily loads octants 7 (Cooperative-Over-Conventional),
and 6 (Docile-Dependent) and 1 (Managerial-Autocratic). It has
low loadings on octants involving hostility.

In general, it seems

to be an affiliative dimension independent of hostility.

As such,

it is only partly similar to Leary's Love-Hostility dimension.

The

latter should load both affiliative and hostile octants, but in
opposite directions.

Factor III, most heavily loading octant 5

(Self-Effacing-Masochistic) and to a lesser extent octant 6 (DocileDependent) on the affiliative side, and octant 4 (Rebellious-Dis
trustful) on the hostile side.

It clearly corresponds to the Sub

mission half of Leary's Dominance-Submission axes.

In summary,

Briar and Bieri's data suggest that three independent factors, ag
gressive dominance, affiliation, and submission, account for inter
octant correlations, and that Leary's two factor model represents
a condensation of three factors needed to account for octant inter
correlations derived from sociometric ratings.

Whether these same

results would obtain for Level II ICL is an empirical matter, and
for a discussion of this subject, Level II ICL data will be pre
sented.
Lorr and McNair (1963) have published correlations among ICL
variables for 200 patients and an oblique factor analysis of these
intercorrelations, both provided by LaForge and Suczek.

The results
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TABLE 2
INTERPERSONAL CHECK LIST (LaFORGE-SUCZEK)
OBLIQUE FACTORS

Factors

Variable
A

B

C

1. Managerial

.75

-.03

.06

2.

.73

.00

-.26

Competitive

3. Aggressive

.52

.20

-.41

4.

Skeptical

.17

.70

-.60

5.

Self-Effacing

-.32

.65

.02

6.

Docile-Dependent

-.04

.60

.23

7. Cooperative-Conforming

.05

.09

.56

8. Responsible-Generous

.03

.02

.60

r AB

-.06

r AC

.08

r BC

.43
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are presented in Table 2.

Variables have been assigned their ara-

bic numeral labels so that corresponding octants in the Briar-Bieri
(1963) and the LaForge-Suczek data are easily discemable.

Decimal

points omitted in Lorr and McNair have been added.
In general, the LaForge-Suczek factors, A, B, and C seem to
correspond to Briar and Bieri's factors I, III, and II respectively.
There are, however, some notable differences.

Factor A heavily

loads octants 1, 2, and to a lesser extent 3, in a positive direc
tion, making it similar to factor I in its reflection of dominant
aggressive behaviors.

Factor A, with its negative, but not large,

loading on octant 5 (Self-Effacing), corresponds somewhat more
closely to the Leary's hypothesized Dominance-Submission dimension
than does factor I which is independent of submissive themes.

How

ever, the tendency for factor A to load submissive themes in the
negative direction is slight.
equivalent.

Thus factors I and A appear largely

Factor C has large positive loading on octants 7 (Co-

operative-Conforming) and 8 (Responsible-Generous), and substantial
negative loadings on octants 3 (Aggressive) and 4 (Skeptical). It
highly corresponds to factor II in regard to high positive loadings
on variables 7 (Cooperative-Conforming) and 8 (Responsible-Generous).
As has been mentioned, factor II seems to reflect affiliation inde
pendent of hostility.

Factors II and C seem equivalent with respect

to positive affiliative loadings but dissimilar with respect to
variables negatively loading hostility.

LaForge and Suczek's factor

B heavily loads variables 4 (Skeptical), 5 (Self-Effacing), and 6
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(Docile-Dependent) in the positive direction.
have appreciable loadings on this factor.

No other variables

Factor B seems to reflect

the Submission half of Leary's hypothesized Dominance-Submission
axes.

However, it seems to be submission with some overtones of

skepticism and inferiority themes.

Factor B seems very similar to

Briar and Bieri's (1963) factor III.

Results from the two studies

are also similar with respect to factor intercorrelations.
and Bieri's factors I, II, and III are orthogonal.

Briar

LaForge and

Suczek's factors A, B, and C are orthogonal for all practical
purposes with the exception of B and C which correlate .42.

If C

were rotated orthogonal to B, it would reflect less submission, and
more hostility.

In general, the similarities are noteworthy in

view of the different population samples from which the data were
collected, not to mention differences in the item compositions and
item scoring systems used in the different studies.

Presumably, if

similar population samples, identical item contents, and identical
item scoring schemes were used, the corresponding factors from socio
metric and self-ratings would match even more closely.
There is other evidence partially confirming structural simi
larity of ICL responding across Levels I and II (Gatz, 1970).

It

is, however, as Gatz cautions, incomplete and suggestive at best.
It will be included because it is based on a large number of sub
jects drawn from the same population.

Gatz (1971) factor analyzed

item intercorrelations of over 400 undergraduate students who provi
ded ICL self-ratings and sociometric ratings.

Upon visually
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inspecting data obtained from both levels, she judged the factors
to be so similar that she pooled the data and again factored the
item intercorrelations.

She isolated 16 factors.

In some cases,

the item content of the factors closely corresponded with the ICL
item groupings of form iv.

In other cases, factors loaded items

from several ICL groupings.

Some factors loaded items of higher

intensity, while others loaded items of lower intensities.

These

results are tentative, but they do suggest the factors spanning
Levels I and II using the ICL may not conform to the item groupings
of form iv.
So far, the discussion of the structural equivalence of inter
personal themes across Levels I and II has been restricted to
studies using the ICL.

These studies are by far the most pertinent

in evaluating the structural validity of Leary’s diagnostic system,
simply because the ICL is the main instrument recommended by
Leary (1957) for measuring interpersonal themes at Levels I, II

and

III.
Leary's system is but one of several circumplex models of inter
personal behavior bearing certain similarities to one another (Foa,
1961).

In view of the reported similarities among the various inter

personal systems, structural construct validation of Leary's system
may be highly relevant to further establishing the general validity
of an emerging mainstream of interpersonal behavior theory advoca
ting quasi-circumplex models.

In "Convergences in the analysis of

the structure of interpersonal behavior", Foa (1961) reviewed the
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works of Borgatta, Cottrell, and Mann (1958), Shaefer, Bell and
Bailey (1959), and LaForge and Suczek (1955) regarding the utility
of the circumplex model for ordering interpersonal variables.

Bor

gatta, Cottrell and Mann (1959, cited by Foa, 1961) factored the
rankings of members of small groups of graduate students meeting
for discussions.

They found that two major and three minor factors

accounted for the intercorrelations of peer ratings on 16 person
ality trait names and 24 behavioral categories.

The two major

factors, Individual Assertiveness and Sociability or Friendliness,
loaded 13 variables whose intercorrelations could be ordered in a
simplex (Guttman, 1954) pattern.

(In a simplex pattern, variables

are arranged in a line so that the intercorrelations decrease as
one progresses from more adjacent to less adjacent variables.)

Bor

gatta, Cottrell, and Mann (1958) found a virtual lack of negative
loadings.

They concluded that the list of 40 variables was biased

in the sense of omitting behavior traits describing unassertive
and unsociable behavior.

They suggested that if such variables had

bc-n included, the intercorrelations of variables loading the first
two factors might have formed a circumplex array.

Schaefer (1959)

found two factors which he interpreted as Control-Autonomy and LoveHostility, underlying the correlation matrices of three data sets
on the social and emotional behavior of a mother toward an individual
child.

Schaefer’s plottings of factor loadings on the two ortho

gonal factors resulted in a roughly circular pattern.

Schaefer

reasoned that if the gaps in his roughly circular array of variables
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were filled in, he would have a circumplex arrangement of variables.
In his hypothetical circumplex model of maternal behavior variables,
democratic, cooperative, detached, and indifferent behaviors rounded
out the empirical circumplex.
Foa is convinced that the first two factors extracted by
Borgatta, Cottreell, and Mann (1958) closely resemble those ex
tracted by Schaefer (1959).

He wrote in his 1961 article:

"... a close inspection of the order (of variables) ..
reveals very little substantial difference (between the order
of variables in the two studies). The different way of des
cribing the order in the two studies is apparently due to the
slightly different selection of the variables. Additional
data approaching the circumplex pattern were later reported
by Schaefer (I960)."
He also found correspondence between Leary's dimensions and those of
Borgatta, et. al., (1958) and Schaefer (1959).

In so doing, he

provided evidence for the potential utility of the circumplex model
in ordering interpersonal behavior in different situations, and
for different populations.
Foa may be more impressed by the factor correspondence in
the above studies than is warranted from the data there presented.
Schaefer's data compared with LaForge's (reported by Foa) is a case
in point.

While the pattern of plotted factor loadings does form

a rough circumplex in both Schaefer's (1959) and LaForge's data (re
ported by Foa, 1961), an inspection of the sorts of variables load
ing Schaefer's factors suggests that only one of the cross-study
pairs is composed of similar factors:
Hostility.

Love-Hostility, and Love-

Schaefer's Autonomy-Control dimension, while orthogonal
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to the Love-Hostility dimension, appears to lack the submission as
pect of Leary's Dominance-Submission dimension.

Variables tapping

submissive behavior are also absent in Schaefer's hypothetical cir
cumplex for ordering maternal behaviors.

Circumplex models may well

apply to interpersonal behavior in different samples and different
situations, but it seems likely that differences will appear in
the sets of variables which fit the model.

It is possible that a

few factors may consistently emerge across samples and situations.
In this context, however, Leary's bipolar Dominance-Submission di
mension holds up poorly.

In many studies, variables measuring dom

inance and submission load two orthogonal factors rather than one
bipolar factor.

This frequent result will show up in research yet

to be mentioned.
In the course of developing their circumplex Interpersonal
Behavior Inventory, Lorr arid McNair (1963, 1965) have provided
additional evidence partially supporting Leary's model for Levels
I and II.

The data they report was for substantiation of the

utility of circumplex models for ordering interpersonal behavior.
It will be presented here in the context of discussing unpublished
cross study factor matchings performed by this writer.

Neither

the population samples nor variables were identical, thus mitiga
ting against successful factor matching.

The data were taken from

several studies reviewed by Lorr and McNair.

They included factors

from Stem's Need Scale (1958, reported in Lorr and McNair, 1963),
and ICL self descriptions of 200 neurotics (LaForge, 19??, reported
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TABLE 3
OBLIQUE STERN AND CAMPBELL FACTORS

Stern Factors

Campbell Factors

Scale
A

B

C

A

B

.75

-.02

.08

.42

-.22

-.27

C

1. Dominance

.61

.03

.00

3. Aggression

.35

-.12

-.43

Autonomy

-.40

-.52

-.08

.16

-.13

-.25

.58

-.03

-.00

.82

.02

-.08

2. Exhibition
(reversed)
4. Abasement

.11

.59

.02

-.05

.77

-.02

-.15

.32

.35

.17

.74

.02

7. Nurturance

.02

.12

.59

-.01

.07

.74

6. Affiliation

.37

.07

.44

.13

.01

.70

5. Deference

rAB

-.12

-.18

rAC

.21

.20

rBC

-.36

-.41
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in Lorr and McNair, 1963).

Tables 2 and 3 show the factor loadings as

reported in Lorr and McNair, (1963).

Variables which seem to corres

pond have been designated with identical arabic numerals.
designated variables were included in the matchings.

Only the

Factor similarity

coefficients were calculated using Wrigley and Neuhaus's (1952) formula
found in Harman (1967).

According to Tucker (1951, cited in Harman,

1967), coefficients of congruence require a value of .939811 (or rough
ly .94 rounding off to two decimal places) as solid evidence of factor
similarity.

Values in the area of .47 are rejected as far too low to

indicate congruence.

Table 4 presents matched factors with their co

efficients of congruence.

Coefficients in parentheses are those found

after this writer visually rotated factor C, about which more will be
said later.

Disregarding those coefficients in parentheses, it can be

seen in Table 4 that only four of the nine matchings reach acceptable
magnitude.

These are factors A from Campbell and LaForge-Suczek data,

B from Stem's and Campbell's data, and factor C from the Stem and
LaForge-Suczek data as well as from the Campbell and LaForge-Suczek
data.

The Campbell data involved objective ratings while the data of

Stem and LaForge-Suczek involved self-ratings.

This provides some

opportunity to study cross-level factor matchings keeping in mind that
different instruments and populations were used.

Three of the four

significant cross-study similiarity coefficients did involve cross-level
factor matching.

These matchings were factor A across the Campbell

and LaForge-Suczek data; factor B across the Stem data and Camp
bell's data;

and factor C across the Campbell data and the LaForge-

Suczek data.

Just half of the six possible cross-level matchings
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TABLE 4
FACTOR SIMILARITIES ACROSS STERN (1958), CAMPBELL (1958),
AND LaFORGE-SUCZEK (CITED IN LORR, 1963)
OBLIQUE FACTORS

Factors

Stern (1958)
&
Campbell (1958)

Stern (1958)
&
LaForge-Suczek

Campbell (1958)
&
LaForge-Suczek

A

.80

.89

.96

B

.95

.70

.85

C

.89

.94 (.67)

.96 (.78)
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significant.

In view of the differences in populations sampled and

measures used, this finding would seem to provide moderately strong
evidence for the cross-level congruence of some dimensions of inter
personal behavior, though not necessarily those hypothesized by
Leary.

Unfortunately, there is a fly in the ointment concerning

the cross-level matching of factor C.

Factor C's correlation of

-.36 with factor B in the Stern study, and similarly of -.46 in
the Campbell study is quite different from the corresponding corre
lation of +.42 in the LaForge-Suczek study.

This writer believes

it is reasonable to require that factor matchings be established
not only in accordance with factor loading pattern similarities,
but also in accordance with factor intercorrelation pattern simi
larities.

Visually rotating factor C of the LaForge-Suczek data

to correlate -.38 (between -.36 and -.41) with factor B of the same
data produced a drop in the number of significant cross-level
similarity coefficients.

The coefficient of congruence of factor

C for the Stern and LaForge-Suczek data dropped from an acceptable
.94 to a mediocre .67. The coefficient of congruence for factor C
of the Campbell and LaForge-Suczek data dropped from a significant
.96 to an insignificant .78.

These results cast doubt on the cross

level validity of Leary's Love-Hostility dimension.

The factor

receiving the strongest cross-level confirmation is factor A.

Factor

A reflects dominance with strong overtones of aggression and upon
visual inspection, seems similar to factor I of the Briar and
Bieri (1963) factor analysis results.

Factor A constitutes partial
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confirmation of Leary’s hypothesized Dominance-Submission axis.
reflects the Dominance half of the axis.

It

The variables associated

with submission consistently load factor B in all three studies
here analyzed.

That factor B is not statistically congruent across

levels is probably due to differences in the loading patterns of
variables not measuring submission.
With two exceptions, the matched factors above do not meet
statistical criteria for congruence.

However, the matched factors

in most cases probably have higher coefficients of congruence than
non-matched factors.

For example, the coefficient of congruence for

Stems factor A and LaForge-Suczek* s factor B is roughly +.59.

The

coefficient of congruence for Stern’s factor A and LaForge-Suczek’s
factor C is roughly -.17.

The coefficient of congruence for Camp

bell's factor A and LaForge-Suczek's factor C is roughly -.27.

If

matched factors generally have higher coefficients of congruence
that non-matched factors, this provides suggestive evidence for the
convergent and discriminant validity of the matched factors ala
Campbell and Fiske (1959) using coefficients of congruence in place
of correlation coefficients.

This evidence of the construct valid

ity of Leary’s system at Levels I and II may suffice for the purpose
of establishing general interpersonal behavior constructs, however,
the evidence is not strong enough for psychometric purposes where
measurements on the factors are used for clinical decision making
regarding individual clients.

This writer believes that for indi

vidual clinical application, factor congruence should be at least .94.
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The data reviewed so far has dealt with direct and indirect
evidence concerning structural congruence of Leary’s hypothesized
interpersonal dimensions at Level I (sociometric ratings) and
Level II (self-ratings).

The evidence is strong enough to partially

confirm Leary’s hypothesized dimensions for purposes of validating
them as verifiable interpersonal constructs.

However, the lack of

statistical congruence across Levels I and II mitigates against
using inter-level comparisons of scores for clinical use.
What evidence there is regarding Level III, TAT structure
suggests that Leary's interpersonal variables measured at this level
in the manner specified by Leary are virtually unrelated to his
two hypothesized dimensions.

If this is the case, measurement

comparing Level III TAT scores with Level I scores or Level II
scores is psychometrically unwarranted.

Terrill (1961) reported in

an unpublished doctoral dissertation that the predicted circumplex
patterns of intercorrelations held at Level II (ICL self-descrip
tions of junior college students). The predicted circumplex was
not obtained from Level III TAT data:
scores, and "Self" scores.

"Hero" scores, "Other"

(The latter were obtained from stories

in which S/s were given special instructions to assume the identity
of the main character).

It is possible, however, that the sorts of

TAT variables included in separate sets of intercorrelations pre
vented the requisite circumplex from emerging.

Apparently, "Hero"

scores were intercorrelated separately from "Other" scores, which,
in turn, were intercorrelated separately from "Self" scores.

This

grouping of scores would have the effect of partitioning the variance
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of interpersonal variables on which the stories were rated.

"Hero"

scores would contain only one part of the variance, and "Other"
scores would contain another part of the variance.

Pooling the

variance of interpersonal themes across "Hero" and "Other" scores
might result in scores whose intercorrelations form a circumplex
with the appropriate underlying dimensions.

The Leary model requires

that the intercorrelations of interpersonal themes in general con
form to a specified structure, but not necessarily that intercorre
lations of "Hero" scores or "Other" scores separately taken corres
pond to the specified model.
Before turning to matters to statistical methodology, let us
very briefly summarize conclusions about the structural validity
of the Leary scheme.

Dominance-Submission and Love-Hostility are

partially supported at Levels I and II.

Typically, three factors

account for intercorrelations of interpersonal variables at these
levels.

The factors are:

dominance with overtones of aggression;

submission suffused with inferiority themes; and love-hostility.
Empirical ICL item clusters only partially conform to LaForge-Suczek
ICL item clusters.

Lgvel I and II factor cross-level matchings

partially confirm Leary's Dominance-Submission and Love-Hostility
dimensions as independently verifiable interpersonal constructs.
The matchings are, however, not close enough to warrant inter-level
comparisons for individual clinical use.

Leary's major axes have

been heavily disconfirmed at Level III TAT for "Hero" scores, "Other"
scores, and "Self" scores.

Level III disconfirmation may have been
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due to a partitioning of thematic variance before obtaining inter
correlations.

The lack of conclusive evidence in terms of statis

tically acceptable cross-level congruence among corresponding fac
tors may well be due to differences in populations sampled and
variables used.

Obtaining data from a single population sample,

using identical instruments, might improve cross-level congruence.
Having reviewed evidence on the structural validity of Leary's
Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality, it will now be necessary to
turn to issues of the appropriate methodology for a test of Leary's
structural scheme.
Statistical Methodology
As has been mentioned, there is little question of the necessity
for developing a personality system such that the same structure
or concepts obtain regardless of the data source.

Otherwise, there

are no common grounds on which to evaluate data from various sources.
Factor analysis has long been advanced as a method for isolating
and defining psychological constructs (Harman, 1967) and a number
of indices have been developed for assessing the congruence of
factors across samples and data sources (Fruchter, in Cattell (ed.)
1966).

The use of congruence estimates for checking cross-level

conceptual similarity usually requires that data from each level be
factored independently.

Separate factorings at each level may con

tribute to difficulties in cross-level matching.

At each level,

method variance, which is notorious for its capacity to alter trait
intercorrelations at a given level (Campbell and Fiske, 1959; Jackson,
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1969), may be confounded with trait variance.

This is especially

troublesome where the effect of method variance fluctuates with the
methods.
As is implied in the above paragraph, an important aspect of
obtaining cross-media factor matching has been the desirability of
developing procedures for isolating substantive construct variance
in different data sources unconfounded by the media of observation.
Campbell and Fiske (1959) made the problem explicit in their discus
sion of convergent and discriminate validity previously alluded to
in the discussion of convergent and discriminate coefficients of
congruence patterns.

Presenting intercorrelation matrices from

various studies they showed via multitrait-multimethod matrices that
the intercorrelation patterns among variables supposedly measuring
the same traits vary as a function of the method.

It became evi

dent that intercorrelations of variables could be verbally concep
tualized as being composed of trait variance and method variance.
For a few years, decomposition of variance into substantive and
methods components consisted of "eye balling" multitrait-multimethod
matrices in the light of explicit though informal criteria.

For

example, in test-retest data, if monotrait correlations within a
given method were higher than monotrait correlations across methods,
this was taken to indicate the influence of method variance spur
iously elevating test-retest reliability coefficients.
The problem of separating substantive and method variance per
sisted.

Jackson (1969) despaired of being able to shift out these
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components within monomethod matrices and advocated controlling for
method variance by "orthogonalizing" monomethod blocks.

He suggested

setting up the traditional multitrait-multimethod matrix and sub
stituting identity matrices or the monomethod blocks leaving only
trait intercorrelations free of spurious inflation from method
variance.

Factoring such an amended matrix would then yield only

substantive factors.
Jackson's method of multimethod factor analysis is subject to
some criticism.

As Jackson (1969) himself remarks, it is not entire

ly likely that his amended matrix could be entirely derived from
correlations between observed variables.

However, in defense of his

method he writes:
"Except for the orthogonalized submatrices, ..., it is
like any other product-moment correlation matrix; as the num
ber of methods of measurement increase relative to the number
traits, the R0 supermatrix more nearly approaches the form of
the original correlation matrix upon which it is based."
(Jackson, 1969).
Jackson then goes on to present some evidence for the viability of
his method by providing multitrait-multimethod factor analyses in
which the factors are readily interpretable.
Jackson's major thrust is to show how Campbell and Fiske's
notion of convergent and discriminate validity can be applied to
multitrait-multimethod factor patterns once method variance has been
neutralized.

Campbell and Fiske (1959) argue that the conceptual

validity of a test depends on the degree to which it correlates
with other variables purporting to measure the same construct (con
vergent validity) while at the same time correlating less so with
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variables purporting to measure constructs hypothetically uncorre
lated with the construct in question.

In terms of multitrait-multi

method factor matrices, one would expect theoretically similar
variables from diverse methods to load a factor tapping the construct
in question more highly than variables theoretically less related
to the construct in question.

Similar multitrait-multimethod

factor analysis criterion have been proposed by Schaie and Nesselroade (1968) for assessing the extent of cross-media factor matching.
There is an important difference between Jackson's (1969)
methodology and that proposed by Schaie and Nesselroade (1968)
which is germane to a test of the Leary structural schema.
to do with how method variance is handled.

It has

The Jackson method

eliminates the effect of method variance on trait patterns.

The

elimination of method variance, however, is antithetical to a basic
psychometric assumption of the Leary system.

The premises holds

that individual personality profiles may vary directly as a function
of the method of assessment because these methods tap different
interpersonal processes.

These disparities, or lack thereof depen

ding on the individual assessed, may be clinically related to
constructs such as identification, self-ideal discrepancies, and re
pression.

While structural viability of the Leary system requires

a demonstration of the conceptual congruence of dimensions across
levels, it does not require that individual scores on congruent di
mensions be identical.

For example, it is not necessary that Level

III TAT scores directly predict (highly correlate with) Level I be
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havior ratings.

If this were to happen, the use of scores from

various levels would be redundant, and potentially useful clinical
information might be lost.

In order to work properly, the Leary

system may require an optimal amount of method variance sufficient
to allow cross-level individual variation, but insufficient to ob
scure acceptable congruence of substantive factors.

Therefore,

in testing Leary’s cross-media structural assumptions, it seems
appropriate to isolate and identify both substantive and methods
variance.

A factor analytic procedure reported by Schaie and

Nesselroade (1968) which seems well suited for this task will be
presented.
The Schaie-Nesselroade study of 1968 was a multitrait-multi
method factor analysis of sorts "... aimed at testing hypotheses
concerning substantive and instrument factors."

A major aspect of

factor analytic hypothesis testing involves the transformation of an
initial factor matrix to closest agreement with a hypothesized tar
get matrix.

The authors used a "Procrustes" program (Cattell, 1962)

for this purpose.

To quote Schaie and Nesselroade, the "Procrustes"

program, "... takes on orthogonal, unrotated matrix, Vo, and sets
out the hypothesis with which it is to be brought into maximum pos
sible congruence, stated in the form of correlations of the varia
bles with the reference vectors, i.e., by the matrix Vrs." Schaie
and Nesselroade first attempted a single "Procrustes" solution using
l’s and 0 ’s for the hypothesized salient and non-salient loadings
respectively.

To continue in their words they

"... were immediately faced with the frustrating recogni-
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tion that such solutions were precluded by the fact that if
one defines hypothesized instrument factors in this manner,
they are linear combinations of the hypothesized substantive
factors. This, in turn, yields a singular transformation
matrix. We also became aware that Cattell’s instrument factor
theory does not permit a priori prediction of the sign of sa
lient loadings on a given instrument. On the other hand, it
is clearly possible to deduce from instrument factor theory,
which variables in a given battery should not load on a speci
fied instrument factor.
The above considerations determined the final rotational
procedures which consisted of three distinct steps. First a
traditional Procrustes solution was applied to the hypothesized
... factor matrix. The resulting transformation matrix was
then partitioned by columns, the ... columns which carried the
unrotated factors into hypothesized substantive factors, i.e.,
their corresponding reference vectors, were retained and the
remaining ... columns were discarded.
The second step applied a procedure recently described
by Joreskog (1968) which consists of obtaining a "best fit"
transformation matrix under circumstances where it is only
possible to prescribe the hypothesized zero loadings and where,
therefore, no consideration needs to be given to the direction
or magnitude of the implicitly hypothesized salients. This
method seemed most appropriate since, as indicated above, our
a priori knowledge of instrument factors is limited to just
this kind of information. Loadings on factors not specified
* to be zero in this approach will emerge in a "let the chips
fall where they will" manner. The transformation matrix ob
tained from the second step was again partitioned, this time
retaining ... columns corresponding to the instrument factors.
The third and final step ... consisted of combining the
columns retained from the first analysis with the columns re
tained from the second analysis to obtain a ... transformation
matrix which was then used to rotate the principal axes to the
respective hypothesized substantive and instrument factor solu
tion. The resulting reference vector structure and reference
vector intercorrelation matrices are based on the "hybrid" trans
formation matrices obtained from the combination of two alter
nate rotational techniques."
Schaie and Nesselroade (1968) also propose the following cri
teria for claiming a successful fit across domains:
"(1)

The hypothesized positive factor loadings in each
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row and column for the substantive factors exceeds all other
loadings; and (2) ... all hypothesized substantive loadings
exceed a given confidence criterion, while (3) no hypothesized
substantive zero loadings reaches or exceeds the criterion.
... (As) We are concerned here with the correlation of ob
served variables with hypothesized reference vectors .. it
seems appropriate, therefore, to let the confidence criterion
be a function of the size of the sample from which the corre
lations are derived."
An appropriate test of Leary's structural scheme would involve
specifying the final rotated reference vector salient and non
salient loadings in addition to examining factor intercorrelations
for circumplex structure.
There are some problems which can occur in factor analytic hy
pothesis testing.

(1)

The number of hypothesized factors will not

be sufficient to account for all of the non-trivial (Cattell, 1962)
variance or (2), the number of hypothesized factors will exceed the
number required to account for the non-trivial variance.

The

second case, over-extraction, would be more critical for it might
require major alterations of the original hypothesis matrix.

This

would constitute a disconfirmation of the hypothesis with respect
to both the nature and number of the originally hypothesized factors.
The second case, underextraction, might be less serious, for one
could conceivably add additional hypothesized factors without radi
cally changing the originally hypothesized factors with respect to
their loading patterns.

If the hypothesized factor matrix accounted

for either too little, or too much variance, this would constitute
initial disconfirmation of the hypothesis in regard to the number
of factors specified.
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Another difficulty which might arise is that methods variance
will not adequately "pan out" as it were on the hypothesized methods
factors.

Such an occurrence would diminish the likelihood that cor

responding variables from various levels would load identical
factors in similar patterns.

This result would necessitate falling

back on the use of similarity coefficients of purportedly congruent
factors as evidence of analogous factor patterns in different do
mains .
Meredith (1964) has developed a procedure for uniquely rota
ting any number of factor pattern matrices based on different pop
ulations to conform to a single "best fitting" factor pattern
matrix.

This procedure assumes that the same number of factors

have been selected for rotation from each population, and yields
oblique patterns for each maximum similarity matrix.

In the con

text of the present study, factor matrices extracted separately
from each level would be rotated to maximum similarity in confor
mance with a "best fit" matrix.

Methods variance would not be

sifted out, but would simply be allowed to contribute to the pat
terns in whatever manner they might.
Data Collection Procedures
Levels I and II. Clarity in experimental results accrues in
proportion to the extent that variance parameters are identified
and handled in accordance with the theory to be tested.

Parameters

such as substantive and method variance sometimes can be identified
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and partitioned statistically.

Other variance parameters of con

cern, but not under direct investigation such as rater bias or fa
miliarity of raters with ratees may be experimentally controlled.
It is the general plan of this study to partition substantive and
methods variance statistically, and if possible, to control for
other sources of variation through experimental design.
Cattell (1968) divides variance parameters into two major
divisions:

error factors, defined as matrix peculiar, and real

factors, defined as replicable across experiments and matrices.
Error factors include influences in the data due to poor experimen
tal control and errors of observation, as well as influences in
calculations due to scoring and computing mishaps.

Real factors

include "substantive" factors and "perturbation" factors.

Substan

tive factors are described as "Psychologically general, theoretical
ly valuable 'true* personality state, learning process, etc., fac
tors".

Perturbation factors are described as "Inescapable in method,

(and) irrelevant to the most general theory".

That perturbation

factors, at least of some sorts, are irrelevant to general theory
is a proposition subject to some question when considering Leary *s
Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality. Perturbation factors may
include data treatment factors, instrument factors, observer view
factors, and subject sampling factors.

Of particular interest in

this study is the treatment of observer view factors at Level II
(self-ratings) and Level I (other-ratings) on the grounds that
"... traits affect the perception of traits in the self or another..."
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(Cattell, 1968).

In testing Leary's model, observer view factors

should probably remain uncorrected at Level II, but be experimental
ly controlled at Level I.
Perturbations can be important sources of clinical information
rather than biases to be corrected.

This is particularly true in

the cases of self-ratings which are used to obtain self-appraisals
rather than to estimate "true" scores on traits in question.

Cor

recting self-rating scores would serve to introduce distortions of
an individual's self-appraisal as communicated via self-reports.
Since Leary's Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality uses self-ra
tings by comparing them with ratings from other sources of informa
tion, validation of the Leary system requires using uncorrected, as
it were, self-ratings, for it is the factor structure underlying
these self-appraisals which should be congruent with the factor
structure of ratings obtained at other levels.
Biases of self-perception are obtained by comparing an indivi
dual's self-appraisal communicated through the ICL self-report with
an estimate of the person's probable average interpersonal impact on
others at the level of public communication (Level I).

Obtaining an

estimate of an individual's average interpersonal impact at Level I
would involve averaging a number of Level I ratings on the individual
in question.

In an ideal research project the personality traits of

the ratees should be a representative sample of the personality
traits of the general population.

In practice, however, selection

of raters to meet this criterion would be an extremely difficult
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task while meeting more important criteria bearing on the validity
of the ratings, such as rater-ratee familiarity.

At best, the

averaged ratings used in this study will give an estimate of an S_'s
public interpersonal impact in a restricted though well defined pop
ulation.

Evidence from this study confirming or disconfirming

Leary's structural scheme will obtain only for the population in
question unless results can be compared with those of other popula
tion samples using similar experimental and statistical procedures.
Cattell (1967) mentions other ideal conditions bearing on the
validity and accuracy of behavior ratings.

He recommends definition

of the trait in exact behavioral terms, and visibility of the ratees
over most of the day.

Defining the trait in exact behavioral terms

aims to eliminate interrater variance by minimizing room for the
play of the raters' traits in rating another individual.

Trait des

criptions should refer to the same behaviors explicitly enough to
override idiosyncratic interpersonal perceptions of various raters.
The ICL was constructed to roughly approximate this criterion for,
as has been mentioned, it was constructed to include only those
adjectives which have the same meaning for most people who appear
for interviews at psychiatric clinics.

(LaForge-Suczek, 1955).

Terrill's (1961) Level II ICL results confirming the Leary structure
for college students suggests that ICL adjectives have the same
meaning for college students as they do for psychiatric clinic pa
tients.
Schaie (1963, cited in Schaie and Nesselroade, 1968) reports
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a method of obtaining five independent ratings, controlled for order
of rating, from raters very familiar with ratees who have had the
opportunity for interacting with each other in a variety of situa
tions.

Schaie worked with campus living groups (fraternities and

sororities) in which members had known one another for at least one
academic year and had had ample opportunity to interact with one
another in a variety of situations.

Schaie (1968) describes his

procedure as follows:
"Subjects in each of the living groups were listed alpha
betically and assigned consecutive numbers. Each subject then
rated the five other subjects whose identification numbers were
next in sequence to their own. Since a minimum of eleven sub
jects participated in each group, this procedure ensured that
no subject was rated by a rater who would rate the ratee. The
resulting balanced incomplete lattice design is an economical
procedure which yields five independent estimates obtained from
a single sample. The procedure also controls for order of
rating, so that each subject was first rated by one rater,
second by another, etc. Each subject was thus rated five times
by different raters, no rater being represented more than
once on any rating occasion." (Schaie, 1963, cited in Schaie
and Nesselroade, 1968).
While using groups of eleven sorority or fraternity members as
Schaie did, an alternative method of assigning five independent
raters to a ratee would be to randomly assign raters thus control
ling for order of rating through randomization.

This procedure

would have the disadvantage of allowing a small percentage of cross
ratings which Schaie's method eliminates.

However, it might have a

slight advantage for maximally ensuring an atmosphere of anonymity
during the rating procedure, anonymity which would be promised S/s
during recruiting.

In the random procedure, there is no systematic

pattern of ratings from which subjects could discern who was rating
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whom, whereas in a round robin procedure, the pattern might be more
discernable possibly diminishing anonymity to a small extent that
S/s could figure out who was rating whom even though no cross ratings
would be involved.

Whatever systematic effects there might be from

a possible small decrement in anonymity using a round robin rating
procedure as opposed to allowing a small percentage of cross ratings
using a random assignment plan, these effects could be controlled
for by running half of the groups using a random rating assignment
plan, and half the groups using a round robin rating assignment
plan.

This, in fact, is the procedure carried out in this study.

Another factor to be controlled for is differences in inter
personal trait patterns as a function of sex.

Leary (1956) reports

different Dorn and Lov score norms for men and women.

A priori it

seemed that it would be easier to persuade sorority members to par
ticipate as subjects, for personal friends of the experimenter had
been prominent in sorority life and had good working relations with
the Dean of Women, who advised sorority organizations.

As a result,

sorority members rather than fraternity members were selected as
subjects.
Level III TAT
In clinical use, the TAT is usually administered individually,
and data collection for an ideal test of Leary's structural scheme
would involve individual TAT administration.

However, as Murstein

(1963) comments in his discussion of "Group Administration vs. Indi
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vidual Administration":
"... It would be far more economical to project cards onto
a screen and have a large number of subjects write stories.
But would the stories be as meaningful as those obtained by
individual administration? Moreover, how long should the pic
tures be exposed? How much time should be allotted for writing
the story?"
Murstein concludes that, "... The group method has been shown to be
a defensible approach as a substitute for the most costly and timeconsuming individual administration".
In terms of the present investigation, once the decision is
made to use group testing procedures, the main problem is to decide
upon criteria for designing group TAT administration procedures.
The primary aim in group testing for this study would be to use a
procedure which would produce stories similar to those obtained
under conditions of individual administration while providing pro
tocols sufficient for scoring in terms of Leary's cookbook, and yet
allowing the experimenter to check that jS's were writing stories
containing those aspects of interpersonal transactions which the
Leary system is designed to appraise.

The selection of cards would

be fixed as that collection of ten cards explicitly recommended for
women by Leary (1956).

Unfortunately for Level III TAT, available

evidence suggests that these cards are ill suited for Leary's diag
nostic purposes.

Wiggins (1965) remarks that no rationale is given

for the 10 TAT cards chosen and that it seems unlikely they would
generate distributions of interpersonal themes with the circular or
dering required by the system.

He also remarks that the recommended

instructions to write only three or four sentences are unlikely to

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

40

yield sufficiently rich protocols for more traditional kinds of in
terpretations.

Leary makes no comment on the order of presentation,

but presumably, the cards are to be given in the order of their
listing.
Variations in TAT instructions have been found to play a sig
nificant part in the emotional tone of stories elicited (Murstein,
1969).

Instructions casting the TAT as a test of imagination, in

telligence, or a relevation of inner personality all produce stories
gloomier than neutral instructions.

The Leary instructions par

tially fall in the neutral category, for they require the JS's to
tell a story covering various aspects of interpersonal relations
while reassuring S/s that there are no right or wrong answers.

In

a test of the Leary system, it would be best to retain this feature
of the instructions in an attempt to mitigate a preponderance of
gloomy stories obscuring any circumplex array of interpersonal themes
which might emerge from the TAT level.
use their imagination.

However, S/s are asked to

It also seems necessary to ensure that those

aspects of the stories needed for scoring are separately and expli
citly specified.
instructions.

This would require some modification of Leary's

A procedure requiring a few sentences for each as

pect of the story rather than a few sentences for the entire story
would provide a richer protocol in which all necessary aspects of
the stories are covered and which could be checked by the experimen
ter in a group setting so long as each aspect were separately headed
on an answer sheet.
The exposure time for TAT pictures does not seem to affect story
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content (Lindzey and Heinemann, 1955, cited in Murstein, 1963).

Howev

er, in individual administration, each card is typically available for
inspection while the S_ tells a story for it.

In keeping the group ad

ministration procedures as close to individual administration proce
dures as possible while deviating from Leary's recommended procedure
as little as possible, it might be best to expose each picture until
all jS's have finished their stories.
Depending on the interpersonal theme studied and the length of
time allowed for writing in a group setting, themes appearing in stor
ies obtained under conditions of group administration will differenti
ally correspond to the results of individual administration.

With

respect to achievement and other social motives, a five minute writing
time allowance produces stories more highly correlated with stories
obtained under individual administration conditions than does an eight
minute time allowance.

However, for inhibited themes such as sex and

dominance, the opposite seems to be true (Lindzey and Heinemann, 1955,
cited in Murstein, 1963).

About the only guidelines which can be

gleaned for writing time allowance is that it should fall between five
and eight minutes when a great variety of interpersonal themes are
being assessed.

In keeping with this guideline, instructions telling

the subjects to begin finishing at a five minute time signal but allow
ing each subject to finish at her own pace up to a limit of eight min
utes might be an optimal procedure.

Any subjects taking longer than

eight minutes could be asked to be more concise in answering the
requisite sections.

However, since the essential requirement for scor

ing would be that all requisite sections for each story were completed,
no cutoff time limit would be enforced at the expense of obtaining
sufficient information in the stories.
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METHOD

Subjects
The subjects were 150 female undergraduate sorority members at
West Virginia University.

Most of the girls were full members of their

sorority and had known each other for at least one year.

A few of the

girls were pledges who had associated with the girls of their sorority
for at least one-half year.

Measures
The measures included form iv of the Interpersonal Check List
(ICL) (LaForge and Suczek, 1955); TAT cards 1, 2, 3GF, 4, 6BM, 7GF,
12MF, and 18GF; and a set of 10 TAT story guide answer sheets for each
subject.

The ICL's given to each subject consisted of a packet of

six separate consecutive check lists so that the ratings of one individ
ual were not in view during ratings of subsequent individuals.
story guide contained the following questions:

Each

"What is going on in

the picture?", "What is. the situation?", "How do the people feel about
each other?", "How do they feel about the situation?", and "How does the
story end? What is the outcome?".

Procedure
The basic plan involved running, separately, one or more groups
of eleven girls in their respective houses.

Two of the groups had

only ten members a piece, and in these cases, ratings by and on the
missing eleventh member were omitted.

Of the one hundred and fifty-two

girls who did the ratings, one hundred and fifty completed the TAT stories,
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providing data from one hundred and fifty subjects on which to base
the data analysis.

Each data collection session contained two parts,

the ICL ratings and the TAT administration.
random order across groups.

These were conducted in

There were two minor variations in ICL

sociometric rating preassignments across groups.

Both variations

required that each girl rate and be rated by five other girls.

In

one condition, the preassignments were made on a random basis.

In

the second, preassignments were made according to a round robin design
in which person one rated persons seven, eight, nine, ten, and eleven;
person two rated persons eight, nine, ten, eleven and one; and so on,
forming an Incomplete lattice design.
A data collection session would run as follows:

After all of the

students had assembled, the experimenter would hand out a sign up sheet
with numbered spaces for eleven signatures and would explain that this
was for identification purposes only, the test results to remain confi
dential.

Any questions about the purpose of the proceedings were deferred

until after the experiment.

The subjects had been notified beforehand

that they would be involved in "personality testing" requiring confiden
tial adjective check list ratings of themselves and some sorority sisters
and they had been Informed they would be telling some stories to pictures
presented on a screen.

They had also been told that the session would

last for approximately two hours and fifteen minutes.

If the ICL ratings

were given first, the S's were instructed to position themselves in a rough
uncrowded circle, and the ICL check lists and an identification number
(1, 2, 3, ... 11) written on a white 8 1/2 x 11 inch paper were handed
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to each subject with the ID numbers corresponding to the iS's sign up
sheet numbers and their ID numbers on the self-rating check lists as
well.

The S/s were told to put aside the ID sheets for the time being

and to read through the directions silently as the experimenter read
them aloud.

The directions are given below:

DIRECTIONS: This booklet is made up of six copies of an adjective
checklist. Each copy is two pages long.
(Experimenter holds up
checklist and designates first two pages). The checklist contains
a list of descriptive words and phrases which you will use to
describe yourself and some members of your group. Each of you
has been given a sheet of paper with a number on it. This is your
identification number which you are to place so that it is visible
to everyone. This number should be identical to the number in
the number in the upper left corner on the first page of each
checklist where your identification number has already been entered
by the experimenter. Each of you will be rating yourself and five
other people. The number of the person you are to rate is indi
cated on the top right corner of the first sheet of each set. To
help maintain anonymity, while locating the person you are to rate,
glance around the group so that it is not obvious whom you are
rating.
Read the items quickly and place a</ in the space in front of
each item you consider to be generally descriptive of yourself at
the present time. Leave the answer space blank when an item does
not describe you. In the example below, the subject has indicated
that item A is true and item B is false as applied to her.
A

S

B ___

well-behaved
suspicious

After you have gone through the list marking those items which
apply to you, turn to the next set and consider the next person
you have been asked to describe by placing a / in the answer
space for every item you consider to be descriptive of her. Then
proceed in the same way to describe the other persons indicated
in the booklet. Always complete your description of one person
before starting the next. When doing your ratings, disregard
the capital letters on the left margin of the checklist.
Your first impression is generally the best, so work quickly
and don't be concerned about duplications, contradictions, or
being exact. If you feel much doubt about whether an item
applies, leave it blank.
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Infrequent questions concerning the procedure were answered after
completion of the "DIRECTION:" reading.

When all S's had finished the

ratings, the checklists were collected, and the subjects were asked to
relocate themselves, uncrowded, at tables provided in the houses for
writing, or about the floor using books or clip boards as writing sur
faces, so they could view a projector screen which had been set up.
Using a TAT package lable for visibility and focusing reference, the
lighting in the room was arranged so that the _S's could see the pro
jected image clearly, and yet have sufficient light in which to write.
TAT story guide answer sheets were handed out to the S^s who were then
instructed to write their individual and group ID numbers in the spaces
provided on each sheet.

They were then instructed to read the directions

silently while the experimenter read them aloud.

Written directions

provided are as follows:
Ten pictures will be presented to you by projecting them onto
the screen or wall. I would like you to write a short story about
each picture when it is presented. You will be provided with a
separate sheet of paper for each picture. On each sheet there are
separate headings for covering various aspects of the story. There
are no right or wrong answers about the pictures, and I want you
to use your imagination to tell your story about what is going
on in the picture. Try to tell what the situation is that the
picture suggests to you. Also include something about the feelings
of the people in your story, both about each other and about the
situation. Finally, please give your stories a definite ending.
In other words, what is the outcome of the situation. Maybe you
can do each section in a few sentences. During each presentation,
I will look at your stories and perhaps make some suggestions for
additions or changes. We aren't interested in the stories from
a literary point of view, so don't worry about your spelling,
punctuation and so forth.
Each picture has an identification number which I will tell
you before each presentation. Please write the identification
number on the corresponding sheet for each picture so that I can
tell which picture you are writing about.
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Additional vocal directions were:
be given a time check.
begin finishing up.

"At the end of five minutes you will

If you have not finished by this time, please

Also, please pay attention only to your own stories,

as we are interested in them individually, so do not discuss them among
yourselves.

If you have any questions, please ask me individually."

JE held each picture on the screen until all iS's had completed
the requisite sections.

During the first picture, the experimenter read

every story and made suggestions for additions or changes strictly on
the basis of whether appropriate information was included in the appro
priate sections.

On the succeeding pictures, E would occasionally

spot read stories, check all stories to see if the sections were filled
in, and thoroughly read any stories in which sections were being skipped,
making suggestions for additions or changes.
lasted about eight minutes.

A typical presentation

After the ten pictures had been presented,

all stories were collected, and an opportunity was provided for questions
and discussions about the experiment; however, divulgence of ratings
was not allowed.

The girls were told they would receive feedback in

individual sessions which were scheduled and conducted at a later date.
The £>'s were lastly instructed to convey to the sorority sisters or
other sorority members no information about the proceedings beyond that
which they had initially known.

Subsequent comments and inquiries of

new subjects suggested that the vast majority of girls were equally
naive with respect to prior knowledge which might effect the results.
When TAT's were first given, the instructions and procedure were
altered only in a manner so as to accommodate the reversal of presen
tations while keeping each section's format intact.

The sign up sheet
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was passed around and ID number sheets were distributed.
were instructed to put the ID sheets aside.
conducted followed by the ICL section.

The girls

The TAT section was

An optional question and dis

cussion period terminated by instructions delimiting the appropriate
amount of information, if any, to convey to others ended the session.

Scoring
Scoring was designed to produce two split-half scores per sub
ject for each octant at every Level.

At Levels I and II, split-half

octant scores were devised by randomly selecting two items from each of
the four intensity levels yielding theoretically parallel scales of
eight items for each octant.

Split-half TAT octant scores were devised

by randomly dividing the ten card set into two five card sets from which
to calculate split-half scores.
Level I split-half octant scores were obtained for each subject
by averaging the number of items endorsed on the ratee in question.
Averaging was necessary because in two of the groups, five subjects
were rated by four rather than five raters.

Level II split-half octant

scores were obtained for each subject by summing the number of items
endorsed per split octant by the subject.

The finding of final Level

III TAT split-half scores in a more lengthy procedure deserving sep
arate presentation.
Level III TAT scoring was done by three independent raters who
identified "hero" and "other" themes in accordance with a copy of
Leary'8 TAT cookbook (1956) that each rater had in his possession for
reference.

The initially naive student raters had been given identical
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samples of sixty stories (later rescored) on which to practice.

Any

difficulties in scoring were discussed with the experimenter solely
within the context of clarifying the procedural criteria by which each
rater arrived at an independent identification of "hero" and "other"
figures as well as the "molar" or dominant themes vs. minor themes.
Minor themes were defined as any themes present in the protocol
which were by definition not "molar."

Ho attempt was made to correct

or influence the raters as to what themes were present.

Relevant

Leary (1956) guidelines are presented below:
The Hero is most likely to be the character:
1.
2.
3.
4.

With whom he seems to identify.
About whom the subject writes most.
Whom he mentions first.
Who is the same sex as the subject and
most similar in age and status.

"... The 'other' refers to any character, except the Hero,
involved in the story, to whom feelings or actions are explicitly
assigned by the subject. ... Generally, the 'other' is described
... by such terms as'Mother,' 'Boss,' etc. However, the other
may be designated by
such terms as 'World,'or 'Law,' whenever,
as an outside force or agency, a clear-cut interpersonal motive
is ascribed to it. ... A character who is already dead when the
story begins is not considered part of the interpersonal world
and is neither 'hero' or 'other.' If two or more characters are
given the same interpersonal role in a story and are considered
by the patient to be
acting as a unit, theycan be combined into
one 'other.' For example, a mother and father to whom identical
interpersonal behavior is attributed may be designated by the
single term 'Parents.'
Ratings are assigned on the basis of a character's inter
personal impact on the story situation as a whole, and very
often only one code is necessary to define the part played by any
one character. An effort is made to represent the character's
role by as few codes as possible; that is, to use a molar approach
rather than a molecular one. Still, it is common for a character
to be assigned two codes and occasionally as many as four or five.
The three most common ways in which a character earns more than
one code are:
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a. The character acts or £eels in different vays toward
different people in the situation, e.g., he may be deferential
toward his boss (J) and rejecting toward his wife (C).
b. The character acts or feels in different ways at different
times in the situation, e.g., he may be bitter and resentful at
first (F) later coming to accept the situation as all for the
best (J).
c. The character's actions or feelings may be such that they
express different interpersonal pressure at the same time,
e.g., he is a respected scientist (P) who is asking advice from
a colleague (J).
When two characters are involved in an interpersonal trans
action, it is not inevitable that for each code assigned to a
character, a complementary code is assigned to the other char
acter. Not all interpersonal pressures or pulls are successful
in eliciting the appropriate response... .
It is best for the rater to limit himself to rating only
those feelings, motivations, and relationships which are made
explicit by the subject. Thus, he would avoid selecting a code
which would be appropriate only to his interpretation of 'what
the subject is really saying,' or to the 'implications' of a
particular interpersonal action. Likewise, the rater should
consider the stories insofar as possible from the value system
of the subject and 'take him at his word."1
The raters were provided with a stories x octants tally grid on
which to record themes.

Octants were subdivided into their subvariables

represented geometrically by the sixteenths of the circle.

The "hero"

and "other" of each story were identified, and for each sixteenth ratings
were made, giving a molar theme two points and a minor theme one point.
To obtain a subject's octant split-half score, points were added up on
the five card set across raters.

Data Analysis
All split-half octant scores were Intercorrelated in a 48 x 48
multitrait-multimethod matrix and the resulting matrix was subjected
to a principal components analysis.

Given the initial principal
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components analysis, two types of rotational procedures were conducted.
The first was a hypothesis testing operation.
to oblique simple structure.

The second was a rotation

The first eleven axes were retained for

rotation to the hypothesized eleven factor target matrix, and for
oblique rotation.

A Scree(Cattell, 1966) test suggested that retention

of eleven factors would retain most of the variance.
A traditional Procrustes solution was applied to the 48 x 11
principal axes matrix rotating toward the 48 x 11 hypothesized factor
matrix shown in Table 10.

The resulting transformation matrix from

the initial Procrustes solution was partitioned, retaining the first
eight columns to carry the first eight unrotated axes into hypothesized
substantive factor space.

The remaining three columns were dropped.

Next, Joreskog's (1968) "best fit” transformation matrix was partitioned
retaining columns 9, 10, and 11 to carry the corresponding axes into
hypothesized instrument factor space.

Finally, a hybrid 11 x 11

transformation matrix applied in the final rotation was composed by
combining the first eight columns retained in the first analysis with
the last three columns retained in the second analysis.

The final

reference vector solution was converted to the corresponding final
primary factor loading pattern matrix and factor intercorrelations.
The 48 x 11 principal axes matrix was subject to a varimax
rotation as an intermediate step in rotating to oblique structure.
Subsequent oblique rotations were done in the traditional manner using
computerized Rotogramme plots on which hyperplanes were then drawn.
The resulting reference vector structure was converted to the corres
ponding primary factor loading pattern matrix and primary factor inter
correlations.
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Steps Involved in the Meredith "best fit" analysis included"
(a) intercorrelating full octant scores,

(b) performing a principal

components analysis of octant intercorrelations at each level,
extracting three factors from each level,
"best fit" analysis,

(c)

(d) conducting a Meredith

(e) obtaining factor intercorrelations at each

level, and (f) computing cross-level similarity coefficients for
theoretically congruent and non-congruent factors.
In summary, two hypothesis testing and one exploratory analysis
were conducted.

The two hypothesis testing procedures were designed

to test the structural validity of Leary's scheme in different ways.
In the first, a procrustes target matching solution, an attempt was
made to establish the equivalence of corresponding variables from
different levels on identical factors by partitioning confounding
methods variance via the Schaie-Nesselroade rotational procedure
described in detail earlier.

In the second case, no attempt was

made to partition methods variance.

Confirmation or disconfirmation

of Leary's structural scheme was tested on the basis of cross-level
factor congruence rather than cross-level variable equivalence.

Full

octant scores rather than split-half octant scores were factored
separately at each level rather than simultaneously across levels.
The principal axes solutions obtained at each level.

The exploratory

analysis conducted on the 48 x 11 principal axis solution obtained
from the intercorrelation matrix of split-half octant variables involved
computing a varimax simple structure solution as an intermediate step.
The varimax results were then rotated to oblique simple structure via a
Rotogramme computer routine for plotting variables against reference
vectors.
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RESULTS

The Target Matching Analysis
To simplify presentation of the following materials, Table
5 provides an index of the 48 split-half variables including the
variable number, variable name, and variable symbol.

It should be

noted that in the variable symbol, capital letters will indicate the
octant, subscripts 1 or 2 refer to the split-half form, and the
roman numerals refer to the level.

APj^II), for example, designates

the Managerial-Autocratic, split-half form 1, Level II (self-rating),
variable.
The principal components eigenvalues obtained from the 48
x 48 split-half intercorrelation matrix are presented in Table 6
and the principle axes factor solution extracted from this matrix
is given in Table 7.

The hypothesis matrix with hypothesized sal

ients and non-salients indicated by ones and zeros respectively is
presented in Table 8.

The results of the rotation to the specified

target matrix are reported in Tables 7 to 12, which in that order
provide the hybrid transformation matrix, hybrid reference vector
structure, the hybrid primary factor pattern matrix, and the primary
hybrid factor intercorrelations.
Extraction of eleven factors for the target matching rotation
seems reasonable upon examination of the principle components eigen
values.

A scree plot of the eigenvalues shows the first major scree

to occur after eigenvalue 10.

Other major breaks occur after eigen

values 18 and 30 suggesting that extraction of eleven factors is not
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TABLE 5
INDEX OF FACTORED VARIABLES
USED IN TARGET MATCHING

Variable
Number

Level

Symbol

1.

Managerial-Autocratic
ICL split-half form 1

II

AP^II)

2.

Managerial-Autocratic
ICL split-half form 2

II

a p 2(h

3.

Competitive-Narcisstic
ICL split-half form 1

II

BCx CII)

4.

Competitive-Narcisstic
ICL split"half form 2

II

BC2(II)

5.

Aggressive-Sadistic
ICL split"half form 1

II

DE1(II)

6.

Aggressive-Sadistic
ICL split"half form 2

II

DE2(II)

7.

Rebellious-Distrustful
ICL split-half form 1

II

FG1(II)

8.

Rebellious-Distrustful
ICL split-half form 2

II

FG2(II)

9.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic
ICL split“half form 1

II

Hi!(II)

10.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic
ICL split-half form 2

II

h i 2 (i i )

11.

Docile-Dependent
ICL split"half form 1

II

JK^II)

12.

Docile-Dependent
ICL split"half form 2

II

j k 2(ii )

13.

Cooperative-Overconventional
ICL split-half form 1

II

LMX(II)

14.

Cooperative-Overconventional
ICL split-half form 2

II

LM2 (II)

Variable Name

)
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Level

Symbol

15.

Responsib1e-Hypernorma1
ICL splifhalf form 1

II

N01(II)

16.

Responsible-Hypernormal
ICL split-half form 2

II

N02 (II)

17.

Managerial-Autocratic
ICL split-half form 1

I

APx(I)

18.

Managerial-Autocratic
ICL split-half form 2

I

a p 2(D

19.

Competitive-Narcisstic
ICL split-half form 1

I

BCi (I)

20.

Competitive-Narcisstic
ICL split-half form 2

I

b c 2 (i )

21.

Aggressive-Sadistic
ICL split“half form 1

I

DEiOO

22.

Aggressive-Sadistic
ICL split-half form 2

I

d e 2(i )

23.

Rebellious-Distrustful
ICL split-half form 1

I

FGjtf)

24.

Rebellious-Distrustful
ICL split-half form 2

I

FG2(I)

25.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic
ICL splifhalf form 1

I

HI 3.(1)

26.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic
ICL split-half form 2

I

hi 2 (i )

27.

Docile-Dependent
ICL splifhalf form 1

I

JKi(I)

28.

Docile-Dependent
ICL split-half form 2

I

j k 2(i )
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Level

Symbol

29.

Cooperative-Overconventional
ICL split-half form 1

I

LMi(I)

30.

Cooperative-Overconventional
ICL split-half form 2

I

lm 2(i )

31.

Responsible-Hypernormal
ICL split-half form 1

I

N01(I)

32.

Responsible-Hypernormal
ICL split-half form 2

I

n o 2(i )

33.

Managerial-Autocratic
TAT split-half set 1

III

AP1(III)

34.

Managerial-Autocratic
TAT split-half set 2

III

AP2(III)

35.

Competitive-Narcisstic
TAT split-half set 1

III

BC^III)

36.

Competitive-Narcisstic
TAT split-half set 2

III

BC2(III)

37.

Aggressive-Sadistic
TAT split-half set 1

III

DE1(III)

38.

Aggressive-Sadistic
TAT split-half set 2

III

d e 2(i i i )

39.

Rebellious-Distrustful
TAT split-half set 1

III

FG1(III)

40.

Rebellious-Distrustful
TAT split-half set 2

III

fg 2(i i i )

41.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic
TAT split-half set 1

III

HIj/III)

42.

Self-Effacing-Masochi stic
TAT split-half set 2

III

h i 2(iii )
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TABLE 5 (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Level

Symbol

43.

Docile-Dep endent
TAT splifhalf set 1

III

JKjttH)

44.

Docile-Dependent
TAT split-half set 2

III

j k 2(i i i )

45.

Cooperative-Overconventional
TAT splifhalf set 1

III

LM1(III)

46.

Cooperative-Overconventional
TAT split-half set 2

III

LM2(III)

47.

Responsible-Hypernormal
TAT split-half set 1

III

NO^III)

48.

Responsible-Hypernormal
TAT split-half set 2

III

n o 2 (i i i )
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TABLE 6
EIGENVALUES OF THE 48 X 48
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS
ANALYSIS
Variable
Number Eigenvalue

Variable
Eigenvalue
Number

Variable
Number Eigenvalue

1.

8.60

17.

0.81

33.

0.29

2.

4.76

18.

0.76

34.

0.27

3.

3.96

19.

0.69

35.

0.26

4.

2.95

20.

0.66

36.

0.22

5.

2.47

21.

0.62

37.

0.21

6.

2.32

22.

0.59

38.

0.21
0.18

7.

1.76

23.

0.54

39.

8.

1.58

24.

0.52

40.

0.18

9.

1.35

25.

0.48

41.

0.16

10.

1.26

26.

0.46

42.

0.14

11.

1.13

27.

0.42

43.

0.12

12.

1.07

28.

0.41

44.

0.10

13.

1.03

29.

0.38

45.

0.09

14.

0.97

30.

0.35

46.

0.08

15.

0.90

31.

0.32

47.

0.07

16.

0.88

32.

0.31

48.

0.05
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JK2((I)

-.49

.20

-.48

-.12

.13

.07

-.14

-.14

PRINCIPAL AXES FACTOR SOLUTION EXTRACTED
FROM 48 X 48 SPLIT-HALF MEASURE
INTERCORRELATION MATRIX

-.14

.06

. -.13
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FG2(I)

Variable

Variable

.64

.06

.01

-.33

-.01

.42

-.24

.17

.10

-.03
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BC2 (III) -.02
36.

Variable

Variable

-.16

-.10
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N02(I1I) -.00

TABLE

7 (continued)
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FACTOR MATRIX
TARGET
HYPOTHESIZED

(ll)ZXf
*ZI
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FGitt)

FG2(I)

23.

24.

TABLE

8 (continued)
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BC^(III)

BC2 (IH)

35.

36.

TABLE

8 (continued)
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NOx(III)

N02 (HI)

47.

48.

TABLE

8 (continued)
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.20
.28
.41
-.13
-.08
-.04
JK,(II)

.00

HYBRID

FINAL

REFERENCE

VECTOR

STRUCTURE

.08
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TABLE

10 (continued)

-68

(I)ZOd
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BC„ (III)

TABLE

10 (continued)
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-.09
.05
-.10
N02 (III)

.00

-.03

TABLE

10 (continued)

.34

.20
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6.56
15.01
-0.58
-0.60
JK^II)

.01

-0.51

PRIMARY FACTOR PATTERN MATRIX
FOR HYBRID SOLUTION

1.61

2.40

10.91

-1.46

-0.24
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-0.29
5.91
.75
-1.44
-1.44
-2.73
5.41
1.49

11 (continued)

FG2(I)

-1.04

2.05

1.76

TABLE
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-0.19
-0.22
-2.63
-1.82
-0.12
1.08
.25

(continued)
11

B C 2 (III)

3.34

3.24

1.01

TABLE
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-3.21

TABLE

11 (continued)

7.92

1.54

10.51

-1.29

-0.44

1.55

!74
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PRIMARY FACTOR
OF THE HYBRID

INTERCORRELATION
FACTOR SOLUTION

.99

-.99

1.00

75
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likely to encourage disconfirmation caused by extracting too few
factors.
A successful fit across domains is claimed if (1) the hypoth
esized positive factor loadings in each row and column for the
factors exceeds all other such loadings, (2) if all hypothesized
substantive loadings exceed a given confidence criterion, while (3)
no hypothesized substantive zero loading reaches or exceeds a confi
dence criterion given by the significance level of the correlations
upon which this analysis is based.

Considering the sample size, a

reference vector loading equal to or greater than .21 would be signi
ficant at the .01 level under that procedure.
Table 13 presents a composite of the hypothesis matrix and
a simplified version of the final hybrid reference vector structure.
The hypothesized salient loadings are indicated by an "H" on the left
of each column, and estimated empirical salients are indicated by an
"x".

In each of the reference vector columns the hypothesized sa

lient loadings should be the highest six ranking salient loadings
for the substantive reference vectors, and the highest 16 ranking
loadings for the methods reference vectors.

In each of the vari

able rows, the hypothesized salient loadings should be the highest
two ranked salients.

The rank order of the salient loadings by ref

erence vectors is given by arabic superscripts to the left of the
"xfls.

The rank order of the empirical salients by rows is indicated

by arabic subscripts to the right of the "x"s.

Hypothesized salients

meeting the criterion with respect to confidence level, rank order
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THE FINAL HYBRID REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE SHOWING
ALL LOADINGS EXCEEDING AN ESTIMATED .01 CONFIDENCE
CRITERION WITH THE EMPIRICAL LOADINGS RANK ORDERED
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(II)ZIH
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DE2(I)

TABLE 13 (continued)
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BC2 (III)

B C ^ I II)

AP2 (III)

H63

TABLE 13 (continued)
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48.

N 0 2 (III)

TABLE

13 (continued)
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by reference vectors, and rank order by rows are underlined.

Table

14 summarizes the number of hypothesized positive salients empiri
cally attaining the above criterion as opposed to the number of pos
itive salients which hypothetically should have reached the above
criterion.
Referring now to Tables 13 and 14, it can be seen that only
reference vector X, the hypothesized Level I methods reference vec
tor approached confirmation with respect to hypothesized top ranked
salient loadings.
vector I:

The following "hits" were obtained:

two out of six possible positive loading "hits", AP^(I),

and AP2(I).

Reference vector II:

BC2(II) and BC2<I).

two out of six positive "hits",

Reference vector III:

positive "hits", DE^(II).

one out of six possible

Reference vector IV:

three out of six

possible positive "hits", FG^CII), FG2(II), and FG1(I).
vector V:

Reference

one out of six possible positive "hits", HIj_(II).

ence vector VI:
and JK2(III).

Refer

two out of six possible positive "hits", JK-^(III)
Reference vector VII:

tive "hits", LM^(III) and LM2(III).

two out of six possible posi
Reference vector VIII:

of six possible positive "hits", NO^(II), and N02(II).
vector IX:

Reference

eight out of sixteen possible positive

two out

Reference

"hits", HI^(II),

HI2(H), JK^II), JK2(II), LM1(II), LM2(II), N01(II), and N02(II).
Reference vector X emerged strongly with respect to predicted posi
tive "hits", appropriately loading fourteen out of sixteen possible
positive "hits".

These were AP^I), AP2(I), BCj^I), DE^(I), DE2(I),

FG2(I), HI j^CI), HI2(I), JKj^I), JK2(I), LMj/I), LM2(I), NOi(I), and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

82

TABLE 14
THE NUMBER OF EMPIRICAL CRITERION RANK SALIENTS
OVER THE NUMBER OF HYPOTHETICAL CRITERION RANK
SALIENTS FOR THE FINAL HYBRID REFERENCE VECTORS

Reference Vector
I
2/6

II

III

IV

V

VI

VII

VIII

IX

2/6

1/6

3/6

1/6

2/6

2/6

2/6

8/16

X
14/16

XI
7/16
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and NO^Cl).

Reference vector XI showed but seven of sixteen possi

ble positive "hits", AP^III), AP2(III), DE2(III), ^(111), JK2(III),
NO^(III), and N02(III).

In all, there were only forty out of a pos

sible ninety positive "hits".
Target mismatches also occurred with respect to criterion level
loadings falling on hypothesized non-salient zero loading positions.
Table 15 presents the number of false positive salients occurring in
the final hybrid reference vectors.

All of the false positives oc

curred in the substantive reference vectors and none occurred in the
methods reference vectors. There were four false positives in re
ference vector I, two false positives in reference vector II, ten
false positives in reference vector III, five false positives in
reference vector IV, four false positives in reference vector V, sev
en false positives in reference vector VI, ten false positives in
reference vector VIII, and no false positives in reference vectors
IX, X, or XI.
Table 12 shows the final hybrid primary factor intercorrela
tions.

A visual inspection of the intercorrelations of the first

eight hypothesized substantive factors suggests no discernable circumplex pattern.

The intercorrelation matrix is remarkable for its

unusual number of positive and negative correlations above + .95 sug
gesting that the entire solution is unacceptable.
In summary, the results of the target matching analysis, with
the exception of the emergence of a strong Level I methods reference
vector, indicate a failure to achieve hypothesized target matching.
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TABLE 15
THE NUMBER OF FALSE POSITIVE SALIENTS OCCURRING
IN THE FINAL HYBRID REFERENCE VECTORS

Reference Vector
I
Number of
False Positive 4 2
Salients

II

III

IV

10

5

V

4

VI

7

VII VIII IX

6

10

0

X

0

XI

0
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The existence of eight cross-level substantive factors could not be
demonstrated via the emergence of cross-level equivalence of corre
sponding variables with respect to reference vector loading patterns
Neither was it possible to demonstrate the expected circumplex inter*
correlation pattern with respect to the eight hypothesized crosslevel octant factors.

The Meredith "besjt fit11 Analysis

Table 16 indexes the variables factored showing variable number,
variable name, measure (ICL or TAT), Level, and variable symbol.

As

full octant scores rather than split-half octant scores were used,
the symbols contain no subscripts.

Tables 17, 18, and 19 give the

principal components eigenvalues obtained for Levels II ICL, I ICL,
and III TAT, respectively.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 present the prin

cipal axes factor solutions obtained from the aforementioned levels
respectively.

Tables 23, 24, and 25 show the Meredith maximum sim

ilarity factor patterns for those levels respectively.

Table 26 pre

sents the Meredith "best fit" matrix derived from Levels II ICL, I
ICL, and III TAT principal axes solutions.

Factor similarity coef

ficients for the purportedly congruent and non-congruent factors of
the Meredith maximum similarith factor pattern matrices for Levels
I and II are given in Table 27, for Levels I and III are given in
Table 28, and for Levels II and III in Table 29.

Tables 30, 31, and

32 show the primary factor intercorrelations within Meredith Level
II ICL, I ICL, and Level III TAT maximum similarity factor patterns
respectively.
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TABLE 16
INDEX OF VARIABLES FACTORED
IN BEST FIT ANALYSIS

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Measure Level

Symbol

1.

Managerial-Autocratic

ICL

II

2.

Competitive-Narcisstic

ICL

II

BC(II)

3.

Aggressive-Sadistic

ICL

II

DE(II)

4.

Rebellious-Distrustful

ICL

II

FG(II)

5.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic

ICL

II

HI(II)

6.

Docile-Dependent

ICL

II

JK(II)

AP(II)

7.

Cooperative-Overconventional

ICL

II

LM(II)

8.

Responsib1e-Hypernorma1

ICL

II

NO(II)

9.

Managerial-Autocratic

ICL

I

AP(I)

10.

Compet itive-Narcis stic

ICL

I

BC(I)

11.

Aggressive-Sadistic

ICL

I

DE(I)

12.

Rebellious-Distrustful

ICL

I

FG(I)

13.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic

ICL

I

HI (I)

14.

Docile-Dependent

ICL

I

JK(I)

15.

Cooperative-Overconventional

ICL

I

LM(I)

16.

Responsible-Hypernormal

ICL

I

NO (I)
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TABLE 16 (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Measure Level

Symbol

17.

Managerial-Autocratic

TAT

III

18.

Competitive-Narcisstic

TAT

III

BC(III)

19.

Aggressive-Sadistic

TAT

III

DE(III)

20.

Rebellious-Distrustful

TAT

III

FG(III)

21.

Self-Effacing-Masochistic

TAT

III

HI(III)

22.

Docile-Dependent

TAT

III

JK(III)

AP(III)

23.

Cooperative-Overconventional

TAT

III

LM(III)

24.

Responsible-Hypernormal

TAT

III

NO(III)
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TABLE 17
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS EIGENVALUES
FOR LEVEL II ICL OCTANT SCORES

Component Number

Eigenvalue

1.

2.78

2.

2.14

3.

1.33

4.

.51

5.

.42

6.

.35

7.

.26

8.

.22
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TABLE 18
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS EIGENVALUES
FOR LEVEL I ICL OCTANT SCORES

Component Number

Eigenvalue

1.

3.68

2.

2.02

3.

.95

4.

.47

5.

.31

6.

.21

7.

.20

8.

.15
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TABLE 19
PRINCIPAL COMPONENTS EIGENVALUES
FOR LEVEL III TAT OCTANT SCORES

Component Number
1.

Eigenvalue
2.02

2.

1.54

3.

1.21

4.

.96

5.

.70

6.

.60

7.

.52

8.

.44
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TABLE 20
LEVEL II PRINCIPAL AXES
FACTOR MATRIX

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factors
I

II

III

h2

1.

AP (II)

.30

.64

-.38

.65

2.

BC(II)

.11

.67

-.16

.49

3.

DE(II)

.26

.80

.44

.90

4.

FG(II)

.36

.26

.52

.46

5.

HI(II)

.67

-.43

.38

.78

6.

JK(II)

.75

-.24

.07

.62

7.

LM(II)

.81

-.11

-.36

.79

8.

NO(II)

.70

-.02

-.26

.56
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TABLE 21
LEVEL I PRINCIPAL AXES
FACTOR MATRIX

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factors
I

II

III

h2
.76

9.

AP(I)

.28

.80

-.22

10.

BC(I)

.56

.58

-.07

.65

11.

DE(I)

.72

.52

.19

.82
.68

12.

FG(I)

.58

.11

.57

13.

HI (I)

-.58

.01

.31

.43

14.

JK(I)

-.81

.30

.30

.85

15.

LM(I)

-.79

.45

-.07

.83

16.

NO (I)

-.75

.50

-.01

.81
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TABLE 22
LEVEL III PRINCIPAL AXES
FACTOR MATRIX

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factors
I

II

III

h2

17.

AP (III)

.66

.09

-.02

.45

18.

BC(III)

.51

-.28

.01

.34
.34

19.

DE(III)

.52

-.28

.00

20.

FG(III)

.03

-.17

.12

.05

21.

HI(III)

-.64

-.25

-.27

.54

22.

JK(III)

.25

.34

-.50

.42

23.

LM(III)

-.07

.47

.56

.54

24.

NO(III)

.02

.60

-.23

.42
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TABLE 23
MEREDITH MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRIX FOR LEVEL II

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factor
II

III

.55

-.63

-.03

.63

-.32

.04

.76

.18

.68

FG(II)

.21

.30

.73

HI(II)

-.54

.13

.71

I
1.

AP(II)

2.

BC(II)

3.

DE(II)

4.
5.
6.

JK(II)

-.38

-.24

.52

7.

LM(II)

-.28

-.72

.20

8.

NO (II)

-.17

-.58

.24
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TABLE 24

MEREDITH MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRIX FOR LEVEL I

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factor
I

II

III

-.69

.00

9.

AP (I)

.80

10.

BC (I)

.84

-.30

.08

11.

DE(I)

.84

.00

.32

12.

FG(I)

.35

.55

.60

13.

HI (I)

-.59

.00

.36

14.

JK(I)

-.56

-.33

.45

15.

LM(I)

-.33

-.71

.12

16.

NO (I)

-.29

-.69

.19
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TABLE 25
MEREDITH MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRIX FOR LEVEL III

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Factor
I

II

III

17.

AP(III)

.47

-.36

.11

18.

BC(III)

.57

.04

.10

19.

DE(III)

.57

.04

.10

20.

FG(III)

.16

.14

-.11

21.

HI (III)

-.45

.53

.20

22.

JK(III)

-.15

-.37

.50

23.

LM(III)

-.15

-.46

-.61

24.

NO(III)

-.40

-.55

.19
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.97

MEREDITH BEST FIT MATRIX
DERIVED FROM LEVEL I, II,
AND III 8 X 3 PRINCIPAL
AXES SOLUTIONS

Factor

Variable
Symbol

I

II

III
.02

AP

.43

-.47

BC

.49

-.15

.08

DE

.52

.07

.42
.51

FG

.17

.27

HI

-.37

.21

.47

JK

-.25

-.27

.54

LM

-.18

-.54

-.04

NO

-.22

-.52

.22
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TABLE 27
SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS FOR
MEREDITH LEVEL I AND LEVEL II
MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRICES

Matrix I
Factors

Matrix II
Factors
I

II

I

.99

-.02

.00

II

-.00

.97

-.04

III

-.01

-.04

.96

III
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SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS FOR
MEREDITH LEVEL I AND LEVEL III
MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRICES

Matrix II
Factors

Matrix I
Factors
I
I

.96

II
III

II

III

.03

-.02

.02

.78

-.02

.00

-.04

.30
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TABLE 29
SIMILARITY COEFFICIENTS FOR
MEREDITH LEVEL II AND LEVEL III
MAXIMUM SIMILARITY FACTOR
PATTERN MATRICES

Matrix III
Factors

Matrix II
Factors

II

III

I

.96

I

-.02

.02

II

-.01

.83

.11

III

-.00

.07

.26
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TABLE 30
MATRIX OF PRIMARY FACTOR INTERCORRELATIONS
FOR MEREDITH LEVEL I MAXIMUM
SIMILARITY FACTOR PATTERN
MATRIX

Factor

Factor
I

II

III

I

1.00

.32

.03

II

.32

1.00

-.36

III

.03

-.36

1.00
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TABLE 31
MATRIX OF PRIMARY FACTOR INTERCORRELATIONS
FOR MEREDITH LEVEL II MAXIMUM
SIMILARITY FACTOR PATTERN
MATRIX

Factor

Factor
I
I

1.00

II

III

.05

-.08

II

.05

1.00

-.43

III

-.08

-.43

1.00
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TABLE 32
MATRIX OF PRIMARY FACTOR INTERCORRELATIONS
FOR MEREDITH LEVEL III MAXIMUM
SIMILARITY FACTOR PATTERN
MATRIX

Factor

Factor
I

II

I

1.00

-.18

.16

II

-.18

1.00

-.14

III

.16

-.14

1.00

III
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Using Kaiser's (1958) criterion of extracting that number of
factors which corresponds to the number of eigenvalues greater than
one, it can be seen by referring to Tables 17, 18, and 19, that
three factors would be extracted from Level II, two and possibly
three factors from Level I, and three, possibly four factors, would
be extracted from Level III.

Three factors represents the mode in

regard to the number of factors to be extracted from the various lev
els and this number was used throughout.
Significant factor congruence for Levels I and II (coefficients
greater than or equal to .94) was obtained, as shown in Table 27,
for all three hypothetically corresponding factors and none of the
hypothetically non-corresponding factors.

The similarity coeffi

cients for Level I and Level III show significant factor congruence
for the corresponding factors I of each Level, but not for corre
sponding factors II or III.

None of the hypothetically non-congru-

ent factors such as factor I, Level I vs. factor II, Level III, or
factor I, Level I vs. factor III, Level III, etc., matched signifi
cantly.

In fact, it might be noted that the similarity coeffici

ents for hypothetically corresponding factors were without exception
higher than any of the similarity coefficients for purportedly non
corresponding factors.
Similarity coefficients for Levels II and III show significant
factor congruence for the corresponding factors I, but not for corre
sponding factors II or III.

There were no significant similarity

coefficients for purportedly non-corresponding factors.

Here also it
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might be noted that the similarity coefficients for hypothetically
corresponding factors, whether significant or not, were without ex
ception higher than the similarity coefficients of hypothetically
non-corresponding factors.
Summarizing results of the Meredith "best fit" maximum similar
ity rotation, all three of the purportedly congruent factors, that
is factor pairs I, II, and III match significantly across Levels II
ICL, and I ICL.

Comparing Level III with Levels I and II, only one

factor, factor I, matched significantly with the purportedly corre
sponding factors at the other levels.

However, none of the purport

edly congruent factors matched across Levels III and I, or III and
II.
The general structural similarities and dissimilarities of the
maximum similarity factor pattern matrices of Levels II ICL, I ICL,
and III TAT can be graphically portrayed by plotting the factor
loadings for pairs of factors at each level.

Hypothesis confirmat

ion of Leary's structural scheme requires not only factor congru
ence across levels, but also a circular array of factor loading plots
in which theoretically adjacent variables appear in adjacent posi
tions .
Figure 2 presents an ideal plotting of octant loadings on
Leary's two hypothesized factors.

All variables are appropriately

adjacent in order, equidistant from one another, and equidistant
from the origin of the axes.
Figure 3 presents a plotting of the obtained Meredith maximum
similarity factor pattern matrix at Level II for factors I and II.
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+1.0

« NO

- 1.0
Submission

Fig.
Plot of ideal octant variable loadings on
Leary's two hypothesized dimensions.
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Factor II
T+1.0

"Submission1

'Hate"

+.5

'Dominance'

Fig.3 ,
Plot of the full octant variable loadings
on Pactors I and II for the Meredith maximum similarity
level II factor pattern matrix.
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The veritcal (factor II) and horizontal (factor I) axes have been
obliquely rotated as a function of their correlations before plot
ting the variable loadings.

With the exception of LM being slightly

out of place, the array of loadings is roughly circular and the var
iables are appropriately adjacent in conformance with Leary's model.
Further graphic rotation of the axes roughly forty-five degrees in a
clockwise direction results in a configuration wherein the position
of the variables with respect to the factors visually conforms to
the ideal array.

The new axes approximate Leary's Dominance-Sub

mission and Love-Hate dimensions.

The fit, however, is only moder

ate, for some of the variables are not equidistant from each other
or from the intersection of the axes.
Figure 4 presenting a plotting of the Meredith maximum similar
ity factor pattern matrix at Level I for factors I and II shows re
sults similar to those obtained at Level II.

Here also the vertical

(factor II) and horizontal (factor I) axes have been obliquely ro
tated as a function of their correlation before plotting the vari
able loadings.

All variables fall in an appropriately adjacent or

der, however, there is an exceptionally side gap between AP and NO,
a moderately large gap between DE and FG, and a moderately large
gap between FG and HI.

The axes can be further rotated to a moder

ate approximation of Leary's Dominance-Submission and Love-Hate
dimensions.

Some deviations from the ideal model are that DE loads

"Dominance" a bit too highly, NO loads "Dominance" not quite enough,
and HI loads "Love" a bit too much.

Unlike the ideal case, the
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+ 1,0

"Submission1

’Hate"

• HI
-.5
+*■5

'Love'

'Dominance'

•

AP

Fig. 4.
Plot of the full octant variable loadings
on Factors I and II for the Meredith maximum similarity
level I factor pattern matrix.
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loadings are not equidistant from the intersection of the axes.
However, the pattern appears roughly circular.
Figure 5 presents a plotting of the Meredith maximum similar
ity factor pattern matrix at Level III TAT for factors II and I.
The vertical (factor II) and horizontal (factor I) axes have been
obliquely rotated as a function of their correlation before plot
ting the variable loadings.
variables.

NO is out of place towards HI by two

BC and DE are slightly reversed as are JK and LM.

variables are not in the appropriate adjacent order.

The

Wide devia

tions from circularity lie in the clustering of variables BC and DE
as well as JK, LM, and NO.

Further, rotation of the axes to ap

proximate Leary's dimensions result in axes which could be labled
"Dominance-Submission" and "Love-Hate" only by virtue of the ten
dency for the appropriate variables to load the "Dominance-Submis
sion" and "Love-Hate" axes in the appropriate direction.

For exam

ple, "Dominance-Submission" would be rightly loaded on the "Domin
ance" end by AP(Managerial-Autocratic), a viariable primarily re
flecting dominance.

HI (Self-Effacing-Masochistic), a variable pri

marily reflecting submission, would load the "Submission" pole. Sim
ilarly, variables JK, LM, and NO reflecting affiliation would heav
ily load the "Love" end of the "Love-Hate" axis.

The lack of con

gruence between Level III factor structure and the factor struct
ures of Levels I and II seems to like in the marked deviation from
circularity that the variable loading plots for Level III display.
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Factor II

"Hate'

’Submission"

;+.S

-1.0

+1,0

"Love1

Fig. 5.
" Plot o£ the full octant variable loadings
on Factors I and II for the Meredith maximum similarity
level III factor pattern matrix.
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Figure 6 presents a plotting of the Meredith maximum similar
ity factor pattern matrix for factors II (vertical axis) and I (hor
izontal axis) of the best fit matrix derived from Levels I, II, and
III.

The correlation between factors was estimated by averaging the

correlations between factors I and II, I and III, and II and III
across all three levels.

Factors I and II were graphically rotated

in accordance with their estimated correlation before plotting the
variable loadings.

The variables fall in the proper adjacent order

with the exception of LM and NO which are reversed.

The variable

array appears highly circular, more so than at any individual level,
both with respect to distances between variables and distances of
the variables from the intersection of the two axes.

Further, graph

ic rotation of axes to approximate Leary's model produces a config
uration of variable loadings strikingly similar to the ideal model
depicted in Figure 2.
Figures 7 and 8 show plottings of the best fit solution derived
from Levels I, II, and III for factors I and III, and II and III re
spectively.

Axis rotation was done in accordance with estimated

factor correlations obtained by averaging correlations for each pair
in question across the separate maximum similarity factor intercor
relation results.

None of these plots was able to array variables

in appropriately adjacent order, or to yield circular array about the
axes in a fashion even remotely approximating equidistance from the
origin of the axes.
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'Submission'

•"Hate1

HI «

-.5

©DE

'Love1'

-l.oj

Fig. 6. , ,Plot of the full octant variable loadings
on factors I and II for the Meredith best fit factor pattern
matrix.
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Factor III
r+tuo

NO 0

-.5

LMr-.l

Factor

4.1

*4.S

„

I

-l-0~
Fig. 7.
Plot of the full octant variable loadings
on Factors I ana III for the Meredith best fit factor pattern
matrix.
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Factor I I I
+1.U

NO •

+.1
AP

-.S

- 1.0

Fig. 8.
. Plot of the full octant variable loadings
on Factors II and III for the Meredith best fit factor pattern
matrix.
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Referring back now to Tables 23, 2b, and 25, it can be seen that
in general, factor I, a bipolar factor congruent across Levels I, II,
and III, heavily loads variables AP (Managerial-Auticratic), BC (Competitive-Narcisstic), and DE (Aggressive-Sadistic) in a positive di
rection while moderately loading variables HI (Self-Effacing-Masochistic), JK (Docile-Dependent), and EM (Cooperative-Overconventional) in
a negative direction.

This suggests a factor reflecting dominance

with strong overtones of hostility at one end of a continuum and weak
ness with moderate overtones of affiliation at the other end of the
continuum.
Factor II, a bipolar factor congruent across Levels II and I,
heavily loads variables LM (Cooperative-Overconventional), NO (Responsible-Hypernormal), and AP (Managerial-Autocratic) in a negative
direction as opposed to low-moderate positive loadings on FG (Skep
tical-Distrustful) . This factor seems to reflect cooperative warmth
with heavy overtones of responsible, managerial diminance as opposed
to somewhat skeptical distrustful hostility with slight overtones of
weakness.
Factor III appears to be a monopolar factor congruent across
Levels II and I, and loads variables FG (Skeptical-Distrustful), DE
(Aggressive-Sadistic), and JK (Docile-Dependent).

This factor seems

to reflect hostility with strong overtones of self-effacement and
dependence.
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The Exploratory Analysis
The factor structure underlying the U8 x U8 split-half measure
intercorrelation matrix is next considered.

Table 33 presents the

final oblique simple structure reference vector structure where all
salients (loadings above . 21) have been designated with an asterisk.
Table 3^ shows the final oblique simple structure primary factor pat
tern matrix, and Table 35 gives the intercorrelation of the oblique
simple structure primary factor pattern matrix.
With respect to reference vector I, the high salients load adja
cent variables HI-^I), HI2(l), JR^I), LMi(l), LMg(l), NO^l), and
N02(l).

One low salient loads NOgClIl).

By and large, reference vec

tor I seems to reflect a monopolar affiliative dimension with strong
overtones of submission at Level I.
The highest salients of reference vector II are AP.^1), APgCl),
BC1(I), BC2(l), DE-j_(I), and DE2(l).
JK2(III), and LMgClIl).

Lesser salients are FG1(lIl),

Reference vector II primarily seems to re

flect dominance with heavy overtones of hostility at Level I, and sec
ondarily a mild mixture of skepticism, docility, and cooperativeness
at Level III.
Reference vector III mildly loads AP.^1) and AP2(lIl) in a posi
tive direction.
direction.

It moderately loads N02(ll) and HI1 (II) in a negative

And it mildly loads JK-^(III) in a positive direction.

The

only consistency of this factor is the mild cross-level equivalence
of the AP (Managerial-Autocratic) variable for Levels I and III.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

.12
.16

JK^(II)

JK2(II)

.14

-.04

-.06

.04

.62*

.74*

-.08

-.01

-.03

.09

FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

-.01

-.26*

.05
-.06

-.02
-.01

.19

-.29*
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.05
.05
.04
FG2(I)

.07

.11

TABLE

33 (continued)

.83*

.07

-.04

.09

-.46*
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-.04
.09
.10
BC2(III)

.07

-.04

TABLE

33 (continued)

-.26*

-.10

-.06

-.01

.03

-.16
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for salience.
Variables reaching

criterion

TABLE

33 (continued)
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1.12

1.34
.06

-.11
.18

-.05
.14

.20

JK^II)

JK2 (II)

FINAL OBLIQUE

PRIMARY

FACTOR

SIMPLE

STRUCTURE
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.05
.09
.07
FG2 (I)

.09

.14

TABLE

34 (continued)

1.05

.10

-0.5
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-.04
.16
.19
BG2(III)

.09

-.06

TABLE

34

(continued)

-.34

-.16

-.07

-.01
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-.02
-.06
-.22
N02(III)

.26

.08

TABLE

34 (continued)

-.94

.22

.30

.17

.26
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Rows

Columns
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

1.

1.00

-.02

.41

-.30

-.17

.30

-.07

-.06

.24

.18

.07

2.

-.02

1.00

.18

-.40

.04

.02

-.38

-.22

.47

-.03

-.04

3.

.41

.18

1.00

-.62

.09

.33

.23

-.22

.47

-.03

-.04

4.

-.30

-.40

-.62

1.00

-.06

-.07

.04

.35

-.53

.26

-.01

5.

-.17

.04

.09

-.06

1.00

-.14

.10

-.05

.00

-.04

.02

6.

.30

.02

.33

-.07

-.14

1.00

-.22

-.12

-.04

.47

.05

7.

-.07

-.38

.23

.04

.10

-.22

1.00

.32

-.30

-.29

.04

8.

-.06

.22

-.11

.35

-.05

-.12

.32

1.00

-.08

-.18

-.15
-.06

9.

.24

.47

.22

-.53

.00

-.04

-.30

-.08

1.00

-.39

10.

.18

-.03

.12

.26

-.04

.47

-.29

-.17

-.39

1.00

.25

11.

.07

-.04

.22

-.01

.02

.05

.04

-.15

-.06

.25

1.00
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TABLE 35
MATRIX OF PRIMARY FACTOR INTERCORRELATIONS
FOR OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
PRIMARY FACTOR STRUCTURE

127

Reference vector IV heavily loads variables JK^(ll), JK^Cll),
LM^Il), HI^II), and AP^(l) in a positive direction.

It moderately

loads NO^(ll), LM2(II), JK-^III), and JK2(III) in a positive direc
tion.

It moderately loads LM^III) in a negative direction.

This

reference vector seems to strongly reflect affiliative-suhmissive
themes with overtones of weakness at Level II; moderately strong
themes of managerial-autocratic behavior at Level I; moderately in
tense ratings of responsible behavior at Level II; and docile vs.
cooperative fantasy themes at Level III.
Reference vector V, a monopolar factor, seems to reflect hosti
lity at Level II heavily loading DE^II), FG^II), FG2(lI), and mod
erately loading BC-^(ll), DE2(ll), and HI^(ll).

To a minor extent, it

reflects skepticism, FGgClIl), and self-effacement, HI-^ClIl), in fan
tasy themes.
Reference vector VI primarily spans Levels III and I with only
one variable loading it from Level II.

At Level III, it strongly re

flects fantasy themes of docile-dependence, JK-^III) and JKgtlll);
cooperation, LM^III) and LM2(III); and interpersonal responsibility,
NOjClIl) and N02(lll).

At Level III then, it generally picks up

themes of affiliation with overtones of submission.
all in a negative direction.

The loadings are

At Level I, reference vector VI primar

ily reflects themes of skepticism, FG^I), and FGg(l), and aggres
siveness, DE-^I).

There are minor overtones of competitive, BC-^(l)

and self-effacing, HI2(l) themes.

At Level I then, the general tone

of reference vector VI is one of hostility.

There is only one minor
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loading at Level II, HI^(II),reflecting a slight tendency towards mod
esty in self-ratings.

Overall, reference vector VI reflects an in

verse covariation of affiliative-submissive themes in TAT fantasy
productions with aggressive-skeptical themes in public descriptions.
Reference vector VII very strongly reflects self-ratings of manage
rial-autocratic behavior, AP^II), and AP^Cll);
self-ratings of cooperative behavior, JK-^Cll).

and mildly reflects
With respect to TAT

fantasy productions, this reference vector most consistently reflects
cooperative-conventional themes moderately loading LM^(lIl) and
LM2(III).

It mildly reflects managerial-autocratic, AP2(lIl) and

cooperative-conventional TAT fantasy themes JKg(lIl), hut in opposite
directions.

JK^III) loads reference vector VI in a direction oppo

site to all of the other salient loadings.

In general, this refer

ence vector seems to pick up themes of dominance with slight over
tones of cooperation in self-ratings and themes of affiliation with
slight overtones of dominance in TAT fantasy productions.
Reference vector VIII is a bipolar reference vector whose load-r
ings are confined to TAT fantasy themes.

It primarily reflects motifs

of self-effacement as opposed to affiliative dominance.
Reference vector IX mildly reflects public ratings of competi^
tiveness,

", moderately reflects self-ratings involving affili^

ation, K01(ll), and LM^II), as well as self-ratings involving com-rpetitiveness, BC2(ll); and TAT fantasy themes of cooperation, LM-^ClIT)
and LM2(III).

There is a hint of cross-level equivalence with rer*

spect to variables BC2(ll) and BC-^I).
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Reference vector X seems to reflect themes of hostility in pub
lic ratings.

It loads FG2(l) moderately, and DE2(l) lightly in nega

tive directions.

Roughly, this reference vector seems to reflect af-

filiative as opposed to submissive themes in self-ratings.

It loads

N02(II) moderately, NO^II) lightly, BC2(II) lightly, and IM1 (II)
in a positive direction while loading HI2(ll) and JK2(ll) lightly
in a negative direction.

With respect to TAT fantasy themes, it seems

to mildly reflect motifs of dominance, AP2(III) vs. skepticism, FG-|_(III).
Reference vector XI lightly loads LM1(lIl) and DE2(III) in a
negative direction.

It lightly loads AP2(lIl) in a negative direc

tion, and it lightly loads HI-^I) in a negative direction.

It is

not apparent what this reference vector reflects in general.
An overall examination of the final oblique simple structure
reference vector structure suggests that it does not even remotely
approximate the origional hypothesis matrix.

Judging in accordance

with the origional criteria for isolating and identifying cross lev
el octants factors and within levels methods factors, there are
neither naturally occurring reference vectors corresponding to sub-stantive cross-level octant reference vectors nor are there within
level methods reference vectors to be found.
However, the. loading patterns on some of the oblique simple
structure reference vectors roughly parallel the sort of results
which clearly emerged from the Meredith similarity rotations where
contiguous variables within a given level loaded the same factor, .
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For example, reference vector I of the final oblique simple struc
ture reference vector structure most heavily loads variables HI^(l),
HI2(I), JK^I), JKg(l), LM1(I), LM2(I), NO-,^(I), and N0g(l) in a neg
ative direction.

Referring back to Table 2k presenting the Meredith

Level I solution, it can be seen that contiguous variables Hl(l),
JK(I), and N0(l) also load the same factor, factor I, in a negative
direction.

Thus, reference vector I of the oblique simple structure

solution highly corresponds with one major pole of bipolar factor I
in the Meredith Level I solution.

Reference vector II of the oblique

simple structure solution most heavily loads contiguous variables
AP^(l), AP2(l), BC]_(l), DE^(l), and DE2(l) in a positive direction
closely corresponding to the positive pole of factor I in the
Meredith solution which heavily loads variables AP(l), BC(l), and
DE(l) in a positive direction.
The same sort of rough correspondences occur at Level II of the
Meredith and oblique simple structure solutions.

Reflecting the

loading signs of reference vector IV, this reference vector has its
highest loadings, in a negative direction, on variables HI2(ll), JK^
(II), JK2(II), LM1(II), LM2(ll), and NO^II) paralleling factor I of
the Meredith Level II solution which has moderate negative loadings
on variables Hl(ll), JK(ll), LM(ll), and .N0(ll).

In analogous fash

ion, reflected reference vector V predominantly loads contiguous
variables [excepting BCg(ll)] BC^II), DE^II), DE2(II), FG1 (II) and
HIj(ll) in a positive direction paralleling the positive pole of
factor I in the Meredith solution loading AP(lI), BC(ll), DE(lI),
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FG(ll), and Hl(ll).

Exceptions to the roughly parallel loadings

involve a failure of AP to load reference vector V appreciably, and
Hl(ll) loading factor I in the opposite direction.
Within the oblique simple structure reference vector struc
ture, the loading patterns within reference vector I, Level I rough
ly parallels that of reference vector IV, Level II.

Similarly, the

loading pattern of reference vector II, Level I roughly parallels
that of reference vector V, Level II.

This suggests, according to

visual inspection, the presence of similar profiles across Levels I
and II without relying on comparisons with the Meredith solutions.
However, this evidence alone in not nearly as convincing a demonstrat
ion of the cross-level congruence of some factors for Levels I and
II as that provided by the Meredith solution.
Parallels between oblique simple structure reference vector
loadings and the Meredith similarity factor pattern loadings are
much less in evidence for Level III.

Only one reference vector, VI,

has five or more highly loaded contiguous variables.

However, high,

though noncontiguous loadings occur in Level I as well.

The contig

uous variables with high loadings in Level III, reference vector VI,
are JK^III), JK2(III), LM^III), LM2(lIl), NO-^IH), and N02(IH).
Factor II of the Meredith Level III solution roughly parallels the
above sequence with moderate negative loadings on JK(lIl), LM(lIl),
and NO(III).

Factor I of Meredith Level III parallels reference

vector VI, Level III with light loadings on the same variables.
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The structural equivalence of Level III with respect to Levels I
and II fares poorly in Loth the Meredith and oblique simple structure
analyses.

In regard to the latter, the only pattern to appear at

all levels involves the contiguous loadings of JK^, JK^, LM^, LMg,
and NO^.
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DISCUSSION

The discussion will focus on the following topics:
resolution

(1) the

of apparently inconsistent results within this study,

(2) consistencies among the second-order findings of this study and
those of previous research, (3) a comparison of the structural model
which emerges from the second-order results of this study and the
structural model which Leary proposes, (4) possible reasons for
Level III TAT disconfirmation, (5) implications of the present results
for the clinical use and refinement of a Leary type system and, (6)
some general conclusions.

Resolution of Inconsistent Results within this Study
The results of the hypothesis testing aspects of this study
produced seemingly contradictory results with corollary implications
regarding theory validation.

The cross-level equivalence of variables

was strongly disconfirmed in the target matching procedure; however,
the cross-level congruence of second-order dimensions was strongly
confirmed for the joint analysis of Levels I and II, weakly confirmed
for Levels I and III, and for Levels II and III in the Meredith pro
cedure.

This paradox may be resolved if either one or the other of

the hypothesis testing results does not carry with it corollary impli
cations regarding construct validation.
From an inspection of the results, it appears that the target
matching failure does not carry with it the corollary implication of
construct invalidation for the cross-level equivalence of corresponding
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variables.
hold.

Two major criteria had to be met for this implication to

First, the mono-method mono-octant split-half variables had

to consist of demonstrably parallel forms.

Secondly, the demonstration

of cross-level variable equivalence rested on the assumption that
methods variance could be partitioned.

Failure to meet the second

criterion regarding methods factor extraction has been amply demon
strated.

Failure to meet the first criterion will be discussed in

terms of the forecasting efficiency from one mono-method mono-trait
split-half variable to the other, and in terms of oblique simple
structure reference vector loading patterns.
Guilford (1965) defines the Index of forecasting efficiency
(E) as the percentage reduction in errors of prediction by reason of
correlation between two variables.

He delimits the range of correla

tion from .3 to .8 "as representing the level of validity coefficients
found for useful predictive instruments in psychological and educational
practices ... The corresponding limits on the scale of E are 4.6 to 40."
This range would seem a rather low criteria for parallel test forms
to meet.

It might be reasonable to require that the errors of pre

diction from one mono-method mono-trait split-half measure to the other
be reduced by at least half.

However, such a criterion would require

a concurrent validity of .88 or better.
r of .95.

An E of 70% would require an

None of the mono-method mono-trait split-half variables reach

a criteria of E equal to 50%.

Fourteen of the split-half variables in

question do not even meet Guilford's very low criteria of E equal to
4.6%.

These latter variables are without exception Level III split-half
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variables.

Thus, using very generous criteria, Level III mono-method,

mono-trait variables violate the assumption that they would constitute
parallel measures of the same octant.

Additional, though mild support

for this conclusion may be gleaned from the finding that a small
proportion of mono-method, hetero-trait correlations exceeds the mono
method mono-trait correlations.
Another criterion which one might employ in determining the
degree to which purportedly parallel variable measures are parallel
is the extent to which their factor loading patterns are similar.
For example, one would expect the loadings of parallel measures to be
more similar across oblique simple structure reference vectors than would
be true for purportedly non-parallel measures.

Mono-method, mono-trait

split-half variable loadings should hold adjacent rank orders and load
in the same direction within each reference vector.

Appendices J-l

through J-ll present the rank order of loadings equal to or greater
than .21 for every final oblique simple structure reference vector.
An examination of the tables indicates that only eight out of twentyfour possible pairs meet the adjacency criterion for parallel forms.
These variables are HIj and HI2, APj and AP2, and BCj and BC2 at Level
I; APj and AP2, FG^ and FG2 , and JKj and JK2 at Level II; and LM1 and
LM2, and NO^ and N02 at Level III.
Since many of the mono-method mono-trait split-half variables
did not meet the criteria for parallel measures as defined above, and
since extraction of methods factors was not obtained, one might largely
discount target matching failure as evidence, pro or con, regarding the
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structural validity of Leary’s scheme with respect to the cross-level
equivalence of corresponding variables.
The results of the Meredith solution showing corresponding
factor congruence, non-corresponding factor incongruence, and roughly
circular loading patterns can be interpreted as carrying corresponding
implications for the second-order validity of Leary’s scheme.
instance it was unnecessary to partition methods variance.

In this

Since full

octant scores were used, no assumptions were made regarding the degree
to which mono-method, mono-trait split-half scores constituted parallel
measures of the same octant at the same level.

Variables entering

the Meredith solution were identical with variables used in clinical
assessment and were scored in the same manner as would be the case in
clinical assessment.

Methods variance also was allowed to play what

part it might just as happens in clinical assessment using Leary's
system.
Since the target matching results have been seriously questioned
as providing evidence for first-order cross-level variable equivalence
regarding Leary's octants, and since the Meredith solution has been
interpreted as acceptable evidence regarding second-order cross-level
factor congruence with corollary implications for Leary's structural
scheme, the discussion will now turn to consistencies among the present
second-order findings and those of previous research.

Consistencies Among the Second-Order Findings of this Study and those
of Previous Findings
The results of the present study clearly support the viability
of Leary's model within the general mainstream of structural interpersonal
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behavior research.

The second-order factor structure obtained from

public observations and self-reports of sorority women at West Vir
ginia University is in general moderately similar to results obtained
from ratings in other population samples who used either the Inter
personal Check List or other interpersonal behavior rating variables.
Most studies have found either two or three dimensions sufficient to
account for variable intercorrelations in self-descriptions and in
public observations.

Three dimensions is the most common finding.

The few studies showing only two major dimensions have used
rating schemes other than the ICL.

Two of these studies, which were

at the level of public observation, have varied with respect to both
rating variables and population samples.

Morgatta, Cottrell, and Mann

(1958* cited in Foa, 1961) found Individual Assertiveness and Sociabil
ity or Friendliness to subsume members' ratings of problem solving
groups.

Schaefer et al (1959) found Autonomy-Control and Love-Hostility

to account for observers' ratings of mother-child dyads.

At a verbal

conceptual level of comparison, these factor pairs roughly correspond
to each other, despite different variables and population samples.
They also apparently correspond to two of the three dimensions found in
this study:

factor I reflecting aggressive dominance vs. submission,

and factor II reflecting warm, dominant conventional behavior vs. distrust.

Public observation
At the level of public observation, results of the present study
are consistent with those of several studies obtaining three interpersonal
dimensions despite different populations sampled and variables employed.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

138

Carter (1954, cited in Foa 1961) found Individual Prominance, Aiding
Group Attainment, and Sociability to underly correlations of observers'
and group members' ratings for Army teams and problem solving groups.
In Lorr's (1963) earlier work on his Interpersonal Behavior Inventory
which psychologists and psychiatrists used to describe their clients'
behavior in psychotherapy, the first factor reflected a continuum of
autocratic control vs. abdication of power.

The second factor reflected

intropunitiveness associated with passive-dependency and abasiveness.
The third factor was best defined by the variables "Affiliativeness,
and then Nurturance, Sociability, and the absence of Hostility and
Suspicion."
Briar and Bieri (1963) found three factors to subsume an intercorrelation matrix based on social workers' ratings of written statements
describing the behavior of graduate social work students and members of
the U. S. Army Reserve for a Modification of the ICL.

In this study,

factor I, a monopolar factor, reflected dominance with strong overtones
of aggression; factor II, a monopolar factor, reflected affiliation
with strong components of responsible, managerial behavior; and, factor
III, a monopolar factor, reflected inferiority feelings.
factors which emerged in the present study were:

The three

factor I, a bipolar

factor reflecting controlling, managerial, competitive, hostile domin
ance vs. self-effacing, docile, cooperative submission; factor II, a
bipolar factor, reflecting warm, cooperative, responsible, managerial
behavior vs. hostile skeptical-distrustful behavior,

(referred to by

Leary (1957) as a conformity-nonconformity axis); and factor III, a
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monopolar factor reflected agressive, skeptical, and docile behaviors.
The elements of factor III seem Inconsistent with respect to active
vs. passive expression of hostility but it may suggest thinly veiled
feelings of resentful inferiority.
Summarizing the above research, common elements of three general
dimensions seem to span most of the studies on the structure of inter
personal behavior where data was derived from public observations.

The

general dimensions might broadly be described as (1) Autocratic Dominance:
Individual Prominance, (Carter, 1954, cited in Foa, 1961); Autocratic
Control vs. Abdication of Power, Lorr (1963); factor I reflecting
dominance with strong overtones of aggression, Briar and Bieri (1963);
and factor I of the present study reflecting managerial, competitive
hostile dominance vs. self-effacing, docile cooperative submission.
(2) Dominant, Responsible, Sociability; Sociability (Carter, 1954,
cited in Foa, 1961); Affiliativeness, Nurturance, and Sociability and
the Absence of Hostility and Suspicion (Lorr, 1963); Briar and Bieri's
(1963) factor II reflecting affiliation with strong components of
responsible, managerial behavior; and factor II of the present study
reflecting cooperative, responsible, managerial behavior vs. skepticaldistrustful behavior, and (3) Inferiority Feelings: Passive-Dependency
and Abasiveness (Lorr, 1963); factor III, Inferiority Feelings (Briar
and Bieri, 1963); and factor III of the present study possibly reflecting
resentful inferiority feelings.

These three general dimensions, "Auto-

cratic-Dominance," "Dominant, Responsible, Sociability," and "Inferiority
Feelings" may be some of the dimensions according to which many people
in our society appraise one another.
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Self-Reports
In the domain of self-reports, results of the present study also
show some of the same consistencies with previous research that were
described for the domain of public observations.

Here, too, there have

been variations across studies with respect to measures used and popula
tions sampled.

The results of previous self-report studies and con

sistencies with results of the present study will be summarized briefly.
The findings of Stem <1958, cited in Lorr, 1963), Campbell (1959, cited
in Lorr, 1963), and LaForge-Suczek (cited in Lorr, 1963) have been
presented in detail in the Literature Review section.

Factors A obtained

in the three studies cited above, and factor I in this study seemed
characterized by themes of dominance and aggression.

Semantically,

this suggests the dimension of "Autocratic-Dominance" described in the
domain of public observation.

There is also some moderately close

verbal descriptive correspondence between factors C cited in the above
studies and factor II of the present study.

The overridingly similar

elements are affiliation vs. an absence of hostility.

However, it should

be noted that there are strong overtones of managerial dominance in
factor II of the present study.

In general though, "Affiliation vs.

Disaffiliation" seems an appropriate label.

General Cross-level Convergences
The above analysis supports the possibility that convergences
with respect to the structure of interpersonal behavior not only occur
within the same observational domains, but also across observational
domains.

The results of this study controlling for the population

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

141

sampled and variable measures employed may highlight some structural
aspects of interpersonal behavior which emerge only in part from a
consideration of various studies with diverse measures and diverse
population samples.

The general cross-level convergences which can

be gleaned from those results discussed so far seem to be the following:
(1) "Affiliation vs. Disaffiliation" of Level II may roughly corres
pond to "Dominant* Responsible, Sociability" of Level I, the main
difference being the heavy overtones of dominance found in the latter
dimension.

(2) "Abasement vs. Deference" of Level II could roughly

correspond to "Inferiority Feelings" of Level I, the main difference
lying in themes of hostility reflected in the latter dimensions.

(3)

"Autocratic Dominance" of Level II seems to correspond with "Autocratic
Dominance" of Level I moderately well.
Results of the present study and other studies reviewed also
suggest a tendency for interpersonal variable correlation to fall in
a roughly circular array.

As has been mentioned, however, any gener

alization regarding the circumplex pattern of interpersonal behavior
rating correlations rests solely on the visual inspection of inter
correlation matrices and factor loading plots.

Unfortunately, there

are no statistical tests for the conformity of intercorrelation patterns
or factor loading plots to circular or evel eliptical configurations.
Hopefully, such tests will be developed in the future.
Cross-level factor congruences and roughly circular arrays demon
strated in the present study notwithstanding, consistencies among the
results of this study and others mentioned above do not necessarily imply
confirmation of Leary's model.

In fact, they suggest disconfirmation of
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Leary's model In two respects.

First, the evidence is fairly consistent

In showing that three rather than two dimensions subsume interpersonal
behavior ratings with regard to self-reports and public observations.
Second, Leary's two hypothesized dimensions would have to be rotated
somewhat in a counterclockwise direction to better approximate the
"Autocratic-Control" and Sociability" dimensions which speculatively
span the results of various studies reviewed above.

Leary's Dominance-

Submission dimension is hypothetically neutral with respect to his LoveHate dimension.

Empirically, however, the main dominance dimension is

also loaded with intonations of aggression.

Leary's Love-Hate dimension

is hypothetically neutral with respect to his Dominance-Submission
dimension.

But studies using the ICL suggest that the main dimension

of "Sociability" is somewhat loaded with overtones of dominance.

Comparison of Leary's Model with that Suggested by this Study
Based on the second-order analysis of this study, the structural
model emerging suggests that a rough hemisphere rather than a circle
may be best conceptualize the structure of interpersonal behavior
assessed by self-ratings and public observation, at least for sorority
women.

The face of the hemisphere would be defined by the two bipolar

roughly orthogonal factors I and II of the Meredith solution.

Although

these factors could be graphically rotated to approximate Leary’s
Dominance-Submission and Love-Hate axes without affecting the circular
pattern of variable loadings, such rotations would constitute deviations
from the best fit solution.

Consequently, the new approximations to

Leary's dimensions might well not be significantly congruent across
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levels.

The possibility that the dimensions specifically hypothesized

by Leary might not be congruent across levels, even though dimensions
from the Meredith solution are, raises lingering questions regarding
the use of the ICL as currently scored in clinical assessment at Levels
I and II.

This issue will be taken up after a brief discussion of the

Level III TAT results.

Level III TAT Results and Implications
The structure of interpersonal behavior subsuming TAT fantasy
productions consistently fails to match adequately the structure under
lying variable intercorrelations for ICL self-reports and ICL public
observations.

Terrill (1961, cited in Bentler, 1965) found no discern-

able structure accounting for the intercorrelations of TAT fantasy pro
duction variables.

Results from this study showed that only factor I

reflecting themes of dominance with strong overtones of aggression vs.
docile self-effacement matched across Levels III TAT, II ICL, and I ICL.
There are a number of possible reasons for TAT cross-level
matching failure.
ning about .25.

The interrater reliabilities were dismally low run
Since there were too few TAT raters to average out the

idiosyncratic ratings of any one rater, these low interrater reliabili
ties call into question the validity of the TAT total scores entered
into the analysis.

If the TAT ratings are invalid, then failure to

obtain full cross-level matching with other levels provides evidence
neither pro nor con regarding cross-level structural congruence.

How

ever, invalid TAT ratings would have much bearing on the clinical utility
of Leary's TAT cookbook guidelines for rating.

The cookbook was designed
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to be explicit enough so that, hopefully, independent raters could
arrive at similar summaries of TAT themes without the necessity of
training raters specifically to achieve high interrater reliabilities.
In keeping with the cookbook philosophy, the raters in this study were
not specifically trained to meet criteria of high interrater reliability.
To have done so would have been begging the question of whether or not
independent raters could achieve high interrater reliabilities.

It

will be recalled that all three raters were familiar with the Leary
scheme, had practiced on many TAT stories, and had used the same rating
guidelines.

The main implication is that if the TAT rating system is

used by independent clinicians, as presently prescribed, chances are
slim that their ratings can be legitimately summarized in terms of
two of the three dimensions that hold for ICL I and ICL II ratings.
Additional difficulties may lie in an unequal elicitation of
themes evoked by the set of TAT cards specified.

As Wiggins (1965)

has remarked, "... no rationale is given for the choice of ten cards
employed, (and) it seems unlikely that these particular cards will gen
erate distributions of interpersonal themes which have the circular
ordering required by the system.

Implications of Present Results for the Refinement and Clinical
Use of Leary1s System
The ICL scoring formula for producing two second-order dimension
scores from octant scores should be changed to generate scores on the
three empirically derived dimensions which have been demonstrated to be
statistically congruent across Levels I ICL and II ICL.

Otherwise
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interlevel disparities along Leary's dimensions calculated by his pre
scribed formula should be viewed only cautiously as interlevel differences
along similar dimensions.

Consequently, in clinical use, one should

regard interpretations based on interlevel discrepancies between ICL
self-reports and ICL public observations as very tentative hypotheses.
If the scoring formula were corrected, then interlevel discrepancies
would represent disparities along similar dimensions.

Since the

assumptions of Leary's measurement system would then be met for Levels
I ICL and II ICL, his interpretive hypotheses regarding the psychological
significance of interlevel discrepancies could be validated against
external criteria.
Use of the TAT in the prescribed manner seems unwarranted.

It

appears that the TAT cookbook should be made more explicit so as to
increase the interrater reliability of independent raters to an accept
able magnitude.

Guidelines might be designated to handle lengthly

protocols which often occur in clinical practice.

Finally, research

should be conducted to provide a set of projective cards which will
yield the required circular distribution of interpersonal themes.

Concluding Remarks
Leary's Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality has many short
comings as a measurement system for clinical use.

Yet, as a structural

model of interpersonal behavior, it seems sufficiently consistent with
findings from the mainstream of research on the structure of interper
sonal behavior to warrant psychometric refinement.

Properly revised,

a derivative of the Leary system could meet the purposes for which
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Leary designed his system:

the assessment of interpersonal behavior

intergrating data from self-reports, public observations, fantasy
productions, and self-ideal descriptions.
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SUMMARY

The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate whether
Leary’s (1957) structural model of interpersonal behavior could be
demonstrated to hold for three levels defined by Leary.

These levels

were Level I Interpersonal Check List (ICL), Level II ICL, and Level
III Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).
The subjects were 150 sorority women at West Virginia University
who had known each other for at least one semester.

Materials consisted

of the ICL, TAT story writing content guideline sheets, the ten TAT
cards specified by Leary, an opaque projector, and a projection screen.
The procedure involved assembling the girls in groups of eleven within
each sorority.

Within each group, the girls rated themselves and five

other members on the ICL.

In one-half of the groups, "other" rating

assignments were predetermined on a random basis.

In the other half of

the groups, "other" rating assignments were predetermined using an
adaptation of Schia's round robin plan yielding an incomplete lattice
design which controlled for the order of rating.

TATs were given in

group form by projecting the pictures onto a portable projection screen.
The girls were given a five minute time check for each story at which
time they were told to begin finishing up.

All subjects were allowed

to finish writing their stories on TAT content guideline sheets pro
vided by the experimenter.

E check all stories to see that all content

sections were completed by each £ before going on to the next picture.
E periodically read some of the stories and made suggestions for correc
tions or additions regarding Inclusion of content necessary for story
scoring.
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With respect to scoring, ICL octant items were divided into
split-half parallel forms by randomly picking two out of four items
from each intensity level for every octant.

TAT parallel forms were

devised by randomly dividing the ten cards into two groups of five
cards each.

The ICLs were scored to yield both split-half octant and

full octant scores by totaling the number of items endorsed on the
measure in question.

The TATs were scored to yield parallel octant

scores and full octant scores.

TAT scoring was done by three independent

raters, trained on many stories, who used TAT cookbook guidelines.
Every S^'s TAT scores entered into the analysis was obtained by adding
scores across the three raters.
The split-half scores were intercorrelated yielding a 48 x 48
matrix.

Eleven factors were extracted in a principal axes solution.

Using a "hybrid" transformation matrix, the 48 x 11 principal axes
solution was rotated to match a target matrix which specified eight
hypothetical substantive factors, each corresponding to an octant
factor, and three hypothetical methods factors each corresponding to
the level of measurement (Level I ICL, Level II ICL, and Level III TAT).
A successful match was claimed if (1) the hypothesized positive factor
loadings in each row and column exceeded all other loadings, (2) if all
hypothesized substantive loadings exceeded a given confidence criterion,
(3) while no hypothesized substantive zero loadings reached or exceeded
the confidence criterion estimated from a standard table of correlation
significance.

The primary factor pattern matrix corresponding to the

final hybrid reference vector structure, and the primary factor inter
correlations were computed.

The 48 x 11 principal axes solution was also
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subjected to a varimax analysis which in turn was rotated to oblique
simple structure.

In this latter analysis, a final oblique simple

structure reference vector structure was computed along with the
corresponding primary factor pattern matrix and primary factor inter
correlations .
Full octant scores were intercorrelated separately at each level
and three principal axes solutions were extracted at each level.

These

8 x 3 solutions were rotated to maximum similarity using Meredith's
"best fit" procedure.

Cross-level factor similarity coefficients were

computed and within levels factor intercorrelations were computed.
Factor loadings were plotted for factor pairs within every level and
for the best fit solution.
Target matching failed in almost every respect for the "hybrid"
procedure, and results of the simple structure solution failed to meet
target matching criteria.

However, the oblique solution did roughly

reflect the much clearer results obtained with the Meredith solution.
In the Meredith solution, factor I (reflecting dominance with overtones
of aggression vs. weakness with components of affiliation) significantly
matched across all three data levels.

Factor II (reflecting managerial

warmth vs. skeptical disaffilition) matched across Levels I and II.
Factor III (reflecting themes of hostile inferiority) matched across
Levels I and II.
Target matching failure was discounted as providing evidence
either pro or con regarding the validity of Leary's structural scheme.
The prerequisite assumption that methods factors could be isolated
proved largely untrue, and the adequacy of mono-method, mono-trait
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split-half forms as parallel octant measures was seriously disputed for
many of the pairs, especially for Level III TAT variables.

Results of

the Meredith solution provided partial confirmation of Leary’s scheme
at a second-order level of analysis.

Full factor congruence across

Levels I ICL and II ICL was interpreted as evidence for structural
equivalence across those levels.

However, the empirical structure

varied somewhat from Leary's scheme.

Empirically, three roughly ortho

gonal factors, two bipolar and one monopolar, forming a rough hemi
sphere emerged in contrast to Leary's model which calls for two bipolar
factors.

The two empirical bipolar factors on the face of the hemi

sphere roughly corresponded to, but were hardly identical with, the
two major dimensions of Leary's model.

Statistically significant con

gruence for the two dimensions of Leary's model remained unestablished
and somewhat questioned.

Empirical loading plots 6f factors I and II

were roughly circular for Levels I ICL and II ICL as well as for the
best fit matrix.

With respect to Level III matching failure, it was

speculated that difficulties were due to low interrater reliabilities
and that the prescribed TAT cards were unlikely to generate distribu
tions of themes having the circular ordering required by the system.
It was concluded that Leary's Interpersonal Diagnosis of Person
ality has many shortcomings as a measurement system for clinical use.
Yet, as a structural model of interpersonal behavior, it seems
sufficiently consistent with findings in the mainstream of research on
the structure of interpersonal behavior to warrant refinement.

Finally,

it was suggested that if properly revised, a derivative of the Leary
system could meet the purposes for which Leary designed his system:
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the assessment of interpersonal behavior integrating data from selfreports, public observations, fantasy productions, and self-ideal
descriptions.
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MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE
FORTY-EIGHT SPLIT-HALF VARIABLES
ANALYZED

Variable Variable
Standard
Numb er
Symbol Mean Deviation
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

APi(II)
ap 2(ii )
BCi (II)
bc 2(ii )
DEi (II)
de 2(ii )
FGi (II)
fg 2(ii )

Hi!(II)
hi 2(ii )
JK^II)
JK2(II)
LM^II)
LM2(II)
NO.(II)
N02(II)
APi (I)
AP2(I)
BCid)
bc 2(i )
DExd)
de 2(i )
FGdl)
fg2(i )

3.04
1.93
2.40
2.83
2.90
2.26
1.81
3.09
2.58
3.01
3.47
3.17
3.40
4.27
2.88
3.42
2.89
1.97
1.90
2.68
2.03
1.64
0.84
1.88

1.55
1.56
1.23
1.55
1.61
1.53
1.73
1.43
1.56
1.82
1.60
1.69
1.63
1.75
1.85
1.86
0.92
1.17
0.81
1.07
0.98
1.02
0.78
0.93

Variable Variable
Standard
Numb er
Symbol Mean Deviation
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.

Hi!(1)
hi 2(i )
JKi (I)
JK2(I)
LMi(I)
lm 2(i )
NOi(I)
N02(I)
APi (III)
a p 2(iii )
BC!(III)
BC2(III)
DEi (III)
DE2(III)
FGi(III)
FG2(III)
HIdlll)
HI2(III)
JK^III)
jk 2(iii )
LMl (III)
lm 2(iii )
NO^m)
N02(III)

1.49
1.48
2.06
1.96
3.11
3.79
2.16
2.62
3.77
5.67
8.06
9.27
4.21
3.95
11.68
14.13
29.71
26.77
8.14
11.81
12.17
12.40
10.64
6.49

0.90
0.84
0.92
0.98
1.35
1.18
1.25
1.13
3.44
3.90
4.15
4.39
3.90
3.18
4.77
4.64
6.28
6.54
3.80
4.64
5.82
6.10
4.64
4.51
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APPENDIX C
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE
TWENTY-FOUR FULL OCTANT SCORES

Variable
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Variable
Symbol

Mean

Standard
Deviation

AP(II)
BC(II)
DE(II)
FG(II)
HI(II)
JK(II)
LM(II)
NO(II)
A3?(I)
BC(I)
DE(I)
FG(I)
HI (I)
JK(I)
LM(I)
NO (I)
AP(III)
BC(III)
DE(III)
FG(III)
HI(III)
JK(III)
LM(III)
NO(III)

4.97
5.23
5.16
4.90
5.59
6.63
7.67
6.31
4.91
4.58
3.65
2.72
3.03
4.02
6.89
4.78
9.44
17.33
8.15
25.81
56.48
20.02
24.63
17.13

2.67
2.31
2.53
2.69
3.10
3.05
3.07
3.35
1.98
1.75
1.75
1.50
1.83
1.81
2.44
2.31
6.35
6.65
5.41
7.15
10.28
7.25
9.10
7.33
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APPENDIX D (continued)

AP(II)
1
BC(II)
2
DE(II)
3
FG(II)
4
HI(11)
5
JK(II)
6
LM(II)
7
NO(II)
8
AP(I)
9
BC(I)
10
DE(I)
11
FG(I)
12
13
HI (I)
14
JK(I)
15
IH (I)
NO (I)
16
A? (Ill) 17
BC(III) 13
DE(III) 19
FG(III) 20
KL(III) 21
JK(III) 22
131(111) 23
NO(III) 24

11
0.351
0.309
' 0.298
0.014
-0.359
-0.272
—0.190
-0.193
0.584
'‘.676
1 .cc c
0.58 5
-0.344
-0.3 70
-0.34 7
-: .288
.( 44
- C . 113
-0.162
-0.10 7
1.173
0.092
-C.C0 3
0.095

12
0.003
0.C4 I
0.112
0. 129
-0. 149
-0.247
-0.186
-0. 142
0.106

13
-0.324
-0.237
. -C.241
-0.023
C.392
. ..C.2C3
0.067
0.103
-C.217
-C .344
0.585
-0.344
l.COO
-0.173
-C. 173
l.OCC
-0.276
C.593
-0.439
0.412
-0.375
0.431
-0.091
-o .o e o
-0.120 .
0.070
-0.C34
-0.CC3
—0.09 5
C. 1C6
0. 120
-C.094
0.C54
-0.063
- C . 127
-C .042
C.C-91
-Q.CC7

14
15
-C.191
-0.049
-0.178
-0.068
— 0 .3 C 8.. . -0.234
-0.062
-0.C85
0.365
0.211
0.34.1
0.267
0.222
0.268
0.254
0.256
-0.044
0.131
-0.310
-0.177
-0.37C
-0.347
-0.276
-0.439
0.593
0.412
1.CCC
0.757
0.757
l.COO
0.740
0.845
-0.148
-0.086
-0.036
-C.C06
C.011
C.C03
C.141
0.124
0.C25
-0.030
-0.C25
-0.041
~
0.206
G.C19

16
-0.074
-0.C75
-0.200
-0.089
0.256
0.296
0.253
0.244
0.180
-0.132
-0.288
-0.375
0.431
0.740
C . 845
I.000
-0.034
-0.C2C
0.024
0.1C1
0.025
-0.023
0.165
-0.035

17
-0.101
-0.049
-0.050
-0.155
-0.079
-0.109
-0.098
-0.013
-0.025
0.102
0.044
-0.091
-0.080
-0.148
-0.086
-0.034
l.uOO
0.340
0.305
-0.076
-0.433
0.222
0.008
0.04C

18
-C.035
-0.068
-0.027
-0.016
0.048
-0.003
0.023
0.051
-0.116
-0.161
-0.119
-0.120
0.070
-0.086
-0.006
-0.C2C
0.340
1.000
C.314
0.140
-0.253
0.013
-0.178
-C.125

19
-0.030
-0.083
0.052
0.164
0.200
0.009
0.062
0.2CC
-0.161
-0.136
-0.162
-0.034
-0.C03
O.Cll
0.C03
0.024
0.305'
0.314
l.CCC
C.C26
-0.286
0.066
-0.166
-C.2C

20
0.039
0.086
0.C41
0.169
0.155
C.C37
0.030
0.094
0.C20
-C.C&7
-0.107
-0.095
0.106
0.141
0.124
C.iOl
-0.076
0.140
0.026
l.OCC
-C.04&
-0.106
-0.023
0.117
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INDEX OF VARIABLES FOR TAT INTERRATER RELIABILITIES
WITHIN AND ACROSS SPLIT-HALF SETS; SPLIT-HALF
OCTANT RELIABILITIES ACROSS RATERS; AND GRAND
TOTAL RELIABILITIES ACROSS SPLIT-HALF SETS
AND ACROSS RATERS

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Variable
Symbol

1.

AP TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

AP(A-1)

2.

AP TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

AP(B-l)

3.

AP TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

AP(C-l)

4.

AP TAT Score Across Raters, A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

AP(T-l)

5.

AP TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

AP(A-2)

6.

AP TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

AP(B-2)

7.

AP TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

AP(C-2)

8.

AP TAT Score Across Raters, A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

AP(T-2)

9.

AP TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

AP(GT)

10.

BC TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

BC(A-l)

11.

BC TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

BC(B-l)

12.

BC TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

BC(C-l)

13.

BC TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

BC(T-l)

14.

BC TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

BC(A-2)

15.

BC TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

BC(B-2)

16.

BC TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

BC(C-2)
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Variable
Symbol

17.

BC TAT Score Across Raters, A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

BC(T-2)

18.

BC TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

BC(GT)

19.

DE TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

DE(A-l)

20.

DE TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

DE(B-l)

21.

DE TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

DE(C-l)

22.

DE TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-■Set One

DE(T-l)

DE(A-2)

23.

DE TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

24.

DE TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

DE(B-2)

25.

DE TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

DE(C-2)

26.

DE TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

DE(T-2)

27.

DE TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

DE(GT)

28.

FG TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

FG(A-l)

29.

FG TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

FG(B-l)

30.

FG TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

FG(C-l)

31.

FG TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

FG(T-l)

32.

FG TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

FG(A-2)

33.

FG TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

FG(B-2)

34.

FG TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

FG(C-2)
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Variable
Symbol

35.

FG TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

FG(T-2)

36.

FG TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

FG(GT)

37.

HI TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

HI(A-l)

38.

HI TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

HI(B-l)

39.

HI TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

HI(C-l)

40.

HI TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split--Set One

HI(T-l)

41.

HI TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

HI (A-2)

42.

HI TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

HI(B-2)

43.

HI TAT Score for Rater C s Split-Set Two

HI(C-2)

44.

HI TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-■Set Two

HI(T-2)

45.

HI TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

HI(GT)

46.

JK TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

JK(A-1)

47.

JK TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

JK(B-l)

48.

JK TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

JK(C-l)

49.

JK TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

JK(T-l)

50.

JK TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

JK(A-2)

51.

JK TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

JK(B-2)

52.

JK TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

JK(C-2)
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Variable
Symbol

53.

JK TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

JK(T-2)

54.

JK TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

JK(GT)

55.

LM TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

LM(A-l)

56.

LM TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

LM(B-l)

57.

LM TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

LM(C-l)

58.

LM TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

LM(T-l)

59.

LM TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

LM(A-2)

60.

LM TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

LM(B-2)

61.

LM TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

LM(C-2)

62.

LM TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

LM(T-2)

63.

LM Grand Total TAT Score Across Raters
and Sets

LM(GT)

NO(A-1)

64.

NO TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set One

65.

NO TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set One

NO(B-l)

66.

NO TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set One

NO(C-l)

67.

NO TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set One

NO(T-l)

68.

NO TAT Score for Rater A, Split-Set Two

NO(A-2)

69.

NO TAT Score for Rater B, Split-Set Two

N0(B-2)

70.

NO TAT Score for Rater C, Split-Set Two

N0(C-2)
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APPENDIX E (continued)

Variable
Number

Variable Name

Variable
Symbol

71.

NO TAT Score Across Raters A, B, and C
for Split-Set Two

N0(T-2)

72.

NO TAT Grand Total Score Across Raters
and Sets

NO(GT)
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APPENDIX F
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE
SEVENTY-TWO TAT VARIABLES DEFINED
IN APPENDIX E

Variable Variable
Number
Symbol
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

AP(A-l)
AP(B-l)
AP(C-l)
AP(T-l)
AP(A-2)
AP(B=2)
AP(C-2)
AP(T-2)
AP (GT)
BC(A-1)
BC(B-l)
BC(C-l)
BC(T-l)
BC(A-2)
BC(B-2)
BC(C-2)
BC(T-2)
BC(GT)
DE(A-l)
DE(B-l)
DE(C-l)
DE(T-l)
DE(A-2)
DE(B-2)
DE(C-2)
DE(T-2)
DE(GT)
FG(A-l)
FG(B-l)
FG(C-l)
FG(T-l)
FG(A-2)
FG(B-2)
FG(C-2)
FG(T-2)
FG(GT)

Mean
0.97
1.36
1.44
3.77
2.22
1.79
1.66
5.67
9.44
1.23
3.95
2.89
8.06
2.11
3.10
4.13
9.27
17.33
0.75
2.29
1.17
4.21
0.81
1.53
1.61
3.95
8.16
2.77
4.72
4.19
11.68
2.69
7.09
4.35
14.13
25.81

Standard
Deviation
1.65
1.65
1.59
3.44
1.67
2.21
1.64
3.90
6.35
1.71
1.92
2.21
4.15
1.83
2.20
2.29
4.39
6.65
1.11
2.66
1.54
3.90
1.30
2.00
1.62
3.18
5.41
1.74
3.08
2.34
4.77
2.08
2.90
2.53
4.64
7.15

Variable Variable
Symbol
Number
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.

HI(A-l)
HI(B-l)
HI(C-l)
HI(T-l)
HI(A-2)
HI(B-2)
HI(C-2)
HI(T-2)
HI(GT)
JK(A-l)
JK(B-l)
JK(C-l)
JK(T-l)
JK(A-2)
JK(B-2)
JK(C-2)
JK(T-2)
JK(GT)
LM(A-l)
LM(B-l)
LM(C-l)
LM(T-l)
LM(A-2)
LM(B-2)
LM(C-2)
LM(T-2)
LM(GT)
NO (A-1)
NO(B-l)
NO(C-l)
NO(T-l)
N0(A-2)
N0(B-2)
N0(C-2)
NO (T-2)
NO(GT)

Mean

Standard
Deviation

12.71
9.79
7.24
29.71
10.21
11.03
5.53
26.77
56.48
4.03
1.55
2.57
8.14
6.69
1.76
3.36
11.81
20.02
1.54
6.85
3.76
12.17
1.73
6.01
4.59
12.40
24.63
3.77
3.78
3.11
10.64
1.93
2.43
2.15
6.49
17.13

3.19
3.73
3.38
6.28
3.02
4.81
2.66
6.54
10.28
1.77
2.00
1.98
3.80
2.25
2.20
2.67
4.64
7; 25
1.58
3.57
3.10
5.82
1.64
4.22
3.30
6.10
9.10
1.86
2.47
2.09
4.64
1.93
2.20
2.20
4.51
7.33
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APPENDIX J - l
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR I OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

32.
28.
30.
27.
31.
29.
26.
25.
48.

NO,(I)
JK2(I)
lm 2(i )
JKid)
N01(I)
LM^I)
hi 2(i )
Hi!(1)
no 2(iii )

1
2
3
4
4
6
7
8
9

-.71
-.68
-.67
-.66
-.66
-.64
-.58
-.57
.21

APPENDIX J-2
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR II OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

18.
17.
22.
19.
20.
21.
39.
46.
44.

AP2(I)
API (I)
DE2(I)
BCjd)
BC2(I)
DE!<I)
FGi (III)
LM2(III)
JK2(III)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
7
9

.77
.70
.61
.53
.44
.27
.23
.23
.21
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APPENDIX J -3
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR I I I OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number
16.
43.
9.
17.
34.

,

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

no 2(ii )
JK1(III)
HIi(II)
AP^I)
ap 2(iii )

1
1
3
4
5

-.43
.43
-.40
.34
.23

APPENDIX J-4
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR IV OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

11.
12.
13.
10.
17.
15.
14.
43.
45.
44.

JKjtfl)
jk 2(ii )
I'M. (II)
HI2(II)
AP.(I)
N0{(II)
LM2(II)
JKiClII)
LM1(III)
jk 2(iii )

1
2
3
4
4
6
7
8
9
10

.74
.62
.55
.53
.53
.48
.42
.41
-.38
.25
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APPENDIX J - 5
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR V OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number
5.
7.
8.
3.
6.
9.
40.
41.

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

del (ii )
FGi CII)

1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8

-.76
-.68
-.65
-.47
-.36
-.24
-.24
-.22

FG2(n)
BCj/II)
de 2(ii )
Hi! (II)
fg 2(iii )
HIjail)

APPENDIX J-6
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR VI OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number
24.
47.
48.
21.
45.
43.
23.
46.
19.
36.
29.
26.
10.
35.

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

fg 2(i )
NO^III)
no 2(iii )
DE^I)
LM1(III)
JK^III)
FG^I)
lm 2(iii )
BCiCl)
bc 2(iii )
LMl (I)
HI2(I)
HI2(II)
b c l (iii )

1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8
9
10
11
12
12
12

.83
-.77
-.74
.67
-.65
-.61
.61
-.60
.34
-.26
-.23
.22
.22
-.22
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APPENDIX J - 7
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR V I I OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

1.
2.
46.
34.
44.
45.
11.

AP^II)
a p 2(ii )
l m 2(iii )
a p 2(iii )
jk 2(iii )
LM1(III)
j^m)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

-.74
-.58
-.43
-.35
.32
-.27
-.26

APPENDIX J-8
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR VIII OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

42.
46.
41.
34.
48.
45.

HI2(III)
LM2(III)
Hi!(Ill)
ap 2(iii )
no 2 (III)
LMX(III)

1
2
3
4
5
6

-.55
.50
-.47
.32
.25
.22
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APPENDIX J -9
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR IX OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number
4.
46.
45.
43.
15.
13.
20.

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

bc 2(ii )
lm 2(iii )

1
2
3
3
5
5
7

.52
-.43
-.31
.31
.26
.26
.24

LM1(III)
JK^III)
NO ^^(II)
LM]_(II)
BC2(I)

APPENDIX J-10
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR X OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number
16.
24.
34.
11.
15.
21.
4.
10.
13.
39.

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

Loading

no 2(ii )
fg 2(i )
ap 2(iii )
JKi (II)

1
2
3
4
4
6
6
8
8
10

.48
-.46
-.32
-.29
.29
-.28
.28
-.27
.27
.23

NO^II)
DEiCI)
bc 2(ii )
hi 2(ii )

LM^II)
FG1(III)
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APPENDIX J-ll
SALIENT LOADINGS FOR FACTOR XI OF THE
FINAL OBLIQUE SIMPLE STRUCTURE
REFERENCE VECTOR STRUCTURE

Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Rank
Order

45.

LMj^III)

1

.25

25.

Hi!(I)

2

-.24

Loading

38.

de 2(III)

3

.22

34.

AP2(III)

4

-.21
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APPENDIX K
SPEARMAN BROWN RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
FOR THE TWENTY-FOUR FULL OCTANT SCORES
BASED ON THE FORTY-EIGHT SPLIT-HALF
OCTANT SCORES
Variable
Number

Variable
Symbol

Reliability
Coefficient

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

AP(II)
BC (II)
DE(II)
FG(II)
HI(II)
JK(II)
LM(II)
NO (II)
AP(I)
BC(I)
DE(I)
FG(I)
HI (I)
JK(I)
LM(I)
NO (I)
AP (III)
BC(III)
DE(III)
FG(III)
HI(III)
JK(III)
LM(III)
NO(III)

.65
.54
.47
.62
.81
.83
.79
.77
.87
.83
.71
.69
.86
.90
.92
.93
.66'
.35
.27
.27
.44
.58
.28
.44
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APPENDIX L

COPY OF THE INTERPERSONAL CHECK LIST
RATING FORM

DIRECTIONS: This booklet is made up of six copies of an adjective
checklist. Each copy is two pages long. The checklist contains a
list of descriptive words and phrases which you will use in describing
yourself and some members of your group. Each of you has been given
a sheet of paper with a number on it. This is your identification
number which you are to place so that it is visible to everyone. This
number should be identical to the number in the upper left corner on
the first page of each checklist where your identification number has
already been entered by the experimenter. Each of you will be rating
yourself and five other people. The number of the person you are to
rate is indicated on the top right corner of the first sheet of each
set. To help maintain anonymity, while locating the person you are to
rate, glance around the group so that it is not obvious whom you are
rating.
Read the items quickly and place a in the space in front of each
item you consider to be generally descriptive of yourself at the pres
ent time. Leave the answer space blank when an item does not describe
you. In the example below, the subject has indicated that item A is
true and item B is false as applied to her.
A __

well-behaved

B __

suspicious

After you have gone through the list marking those items which apply
to you, turn to the next set and consider the next person you have
been asked to describe by placing a in the answer space for every
item you consider to be descriptive of her. Then proceed in the same
way to describe the other persons indicated in the booklet. Always
complete your description of one person before starting the next.
When doing your ratings, disregard the capital letters on the left
margin of the checklist.
Your first impression is generally the best, so work quickly and don't
be concerned about duplications, contradictions, or being exact. If
you feel much doubt whether an item applies, leave it blank.
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APPENDIX L (continued)

- 1-

other
Subject Rated:
(check one)

Self__

1st___

Person Rating:
Student Number_________________

2nd

3rd

4 th

5th_

Person Rated:
Student Number_______________

P

well thought of

often admired

P

makes a good impression

respected by others

A __ able to give orders

good leader

A __ forceful

likes responsibility

B __ self-respecting

self-confident

B __ independent

self-reliant and assertive

C __ able to take care of self

businesslike

C __ can be indifferent to others

likes to compete with others

D __ can be strict if necessary

hard-boiled when necessary

D __ firm but just

stern but fair

E __ can be frank and honest

irritable

E __ critical of others

straightforward and direct

F __ can complain if necessary

resents being bossed

F __ often gloomy

skeptical

G __ able to doubt others

hard to impress

G __ frequently disappointed

touchy and easily hurt "

H __ able to criticize self

easily embarrassed

H __ apologetic

lacks self confidence
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APPENDIX L (continued)

I __ can be obedient

easily led

I __ usually gives in

modest

J __ grateful

often helped by others

J __ admires and imitates others

very respectful to authority

K __ appreciative

accepts advice readily

K __ very anxious to be approved
of

trusting and eager to please

L

cooperative

L __ eager to get along with
others

always pleasant and agreeable
wants everyone to like him

M __ friendly

sociable and neighborly

M __ affectionate and under
standing

warm

N __ considerate

kind and reassuring

N __ encourages others

tender and soft-hearted

0

enjoys taking care of others

helpful

0 __ big hearted and unselfish

gives freely of self

P __ always giving advice

tries to be too successful

P __ acts important

expects everyone to admire him

A __ bossy

manages others

A __ dominating

dictatorial

B

somewhat snobbish

boastful

B __ proud and self-satisfied

egotistical and conceited

C __ thinks only of himself

selfish
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APPENDIX L (continued)

-3-

C __ shrewd and calculating_______ __ cold and unfeeling
D __ impatient with other's_______ __ sarcastic
mistakes
D __ self-seeking________________ __ cruel and unkind
E __ outspoken_____________________ frequently angry
E __ often unfriendly____________ __ hard-hearted
F __ bitter________________________ resentful
F __ complaining_________________ __ rebels against everything
G __ jealous_____________________ __ stubborn
G __ slow to forgive a wrong______ __ distrusts everybody
H

self-punishing______________ __ timid

H

shy________________________ __ always ashamed of self

I __ passive and unaggressive_____ __ obeys too willingly
I __ meek_______________________ __ spineless
J __ dependent___________________ __ hardly ever talks back
J

wants to be led_____________ __ clinging vine

K __ lets others make decisions

__ likes to be taken care of

K __ easily fooled_______________ __ will believe anyone
L __ too easily influenced by_____ __ wants everyone's love
friends
L __ will confide in anyone_______ __ agrees with everyone
M __ fond of everyone____________ __ friendly all the time
M

likes everybody______________ __ loves everyone
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APPENDIX

L (continued)
-4-

forgives anything

too lenient with others

oversympathetic

tries to comfort everyone

generous to a fault

too willing to give to others

overprotective of others

spoils people with kindness
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APPENDIX M
COPY OF THE TAT STORY WRITING GUIDE
TAT Directions
Ten pictures will be presented to you by projecting them onto
the screen or wall. I would like you to write a short story about
each picture when it is presented. You will be provided with a
separate sheet of paper for each picture. On each sheet there are
separate headings for covering various aspects of the story. There
are no right or wrong answers about the pictures, and I want you to
use your imagination to tell your story about what is going on in the
picture. Try to tell what the situation is that the picture suggests
to you. Also include something about the feelings of the people in
your story, both about each other and about the situation. Finally,
please give your stories a definite ending.. In other words, what is
the outcome of the situation. Maybe you can do each section in a
few sentences. During each presentation I will look at your stories
and perhaps make some suggestions for additions or changes. We
aren't interested in the stories from a literary point of view, so
don't worry about your spelling, punctuation and so forth.
Each picture has an identification number which I will tell you
before each presentation. Please write the identification number on
the corresponding sheet for each picture so that I can tell which
picture you are writing about.
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APPENDIX M (continued)
Student number________________________________ Group___
Picture _________ _
1.

What is going on in the picture?

What is the situation?

2.

How do the people feel about each other?

3.

How do they feel about the situation?

4.

How does the story end?

What is the outcome?
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether Leary's
structural model of interpersonal behavior could be demonstrated to
hold for three levels defined by Leary.

These levels were:

Level

I (Public Communication), Interpersonal Check List (.ICL, Form IV);
Level II (Conscious Communication), ICL; and Level III (Private Per
ception), Thematic Apperception Test (TAT).
Groups of eleven West Virginia University sorority women who
had known each other for at least one semester were assembled in
their respective sororities where they rated five of their group
members, themselves, and wrote stories for the ten TAT cards (pro
jected onto a portable screen for group administration) specified
for women by Leary(1957).

There were a total of one hundred and

fifty subjects whose data were included in the analysis.

Two of the

groups lacked one subject.
Parallel ICL octant variables were randomly devised taking into
account item endorsement frequencies reported by LaForge and Suczek
(1955)-

Purportedly parallel TAT forms were devised by randomly di

viding the ten card set into two five card sets from which "parallel”
TAT octant scores were obtained.

In addition, full octant scores

were obtained for all three levels. TAT scoring was done by three
independent raters, trained on over sixty stories, using Leary's
(1956) TAT scoring guidelines.
The parallel form scores were intercorrelated yielding a fortyeight by forty-eight matrix.

Eleven factors extracted in a princi
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pal axes solution were rotated to match a quasi-simple structure
target matrix which specified eight "octant" factors and three meth
ods (ICL I, ICL II, and TAT III) factors.

Rotation involved use of

a "hybrid" transformation matrix of the sort devised by Schaie and
Nesselroade (1968).

The forty-eight by eleven principal axes solu

tion was also rotated to oblique simple structure.
Additionally, full octant scores were intercorrelated sepa
rately at each level and three corresponding eight by three princi
pal axes solutions were rotated to maximum similarity using Meredith's
(196k) "best fit" procedure.

Cross-level factor similarity coeffi

cients and within levels factor intercorrelations were computed.
Factor loadings were plotted and inspected for circular array,
Target matching failed in virtually every respect, This fail
ure was discounted as evidence either pro or con regarding the va
lidity of Leary's structural scheme.

The prerequisite assumption

that methods factors could be isolated proved largely untrue, and
the adequacy of many of the mono-method, mono-trait split-half forms
as parallel measures was seriously questioned, especially for Level
III TAT variables.

Results of the oblique simple structure also

failed to meet target matching criteria.

However, the oblique solur-

tion did roughly reflect the much clearer results of the Meredith
similarity rotations which did not hinge on parallel forms or the
isolation of methods factors.
Meredith similarity rotations provided partial confirmation of
Leary's scheme for university sorority women.

Three roughly orthogr
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onal factors, two bipolar and one monopolar forming a rough hemi
sphere emerged in partial approximation of Leary’s two bipolar or
thogonal factor model.

The two empirical bipolar factors could be

visually rotated to a rough approximation of Leary's dimensions.
However, these latter rotations would diverge considerably from the
"best fit" solution.

With respect to cross-level congruence, factors

I, II, and III (reflecting aggressive dominance vs, submission, affiliative dominance vs. skepticism, and submission with heavy over
tones of hostility respectively) significantly matched across Levels
I ICL, and II ICL while only factor I matched across all three lev
els.

Factor loading plots were roughly circular for factors I and

II at Level I ICL, II ICL, and the "best fit" matrix, but not
for Level III TAT.
cularity.

No other factor loading plots approached cir

It seems that psychometric refinement of Leary's system

to bring it in line with a three factor model can be favorably ad
vised provided the same factors can be obtained from other popu
lation samples.
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